This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


r 


■'  / 


( 


REPORTS    OF  CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN  THE 
FROM 

MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV. 

TO 

TRINITY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.,  BOTH  INCLUSIVE; 

WITH 

TABLES  OF  THE  CASES  AND  PRINCIPAL  MATTERS 


BT 


R.  MEESON,  Esq.,  and  W.  N.  WELSBY,  Esq., 

or  THB  MIDDLE  TEMPLE,  BAREZSTiaf  AT  LAW. 


VOL.  11. 


LONDON: 

S.  SWEET,  CHANCERY  LANE;  STEVENS  ft  SONS,  S9,  BELL  YARHi 
AND  A.  MAXWELL,  88,  BELL  YARD; 

AND  a.  MULIKSN  ft  SON,  ORAfTON  ITRXBT,  DUBUK. 

18S8. 


LIBRARY  OF  THE 

LFLAND  STANFORD,  JR,,  UNfVERSITT 

LAVf'  DEPART MLNT 

JUL  15  1901 


LONDON: 

W.   U'DOWALL.  PHIMTBH,  FEMBKBTON-ROW, 

OOVOB-IQVABB. 


JUDGES 


OF  THS 


COURT  OF  EXCHEaiTER, 


DURING  THE  PERIOD  COMPRISED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


The  Right  Honorable  Jambs,  Baron  Abinoer, 
Lord  Chief  Baron. 

BARONS. 
Sir  James  Parke,  Knt.   i  <.  v .«.  -.:     . 
Sir  Willum  Bolland,  Knt 
Sir  Edward  Hall  Alderson,  Knt 
Sir  John  Gurney,  Knt 


Attornet-Oeneral. 
Sir  John  Campbell,  Knt 

Solicitor-General. 
Sir  Robert  Mounsbt  Rolpe,  Knt 


ERRATA. 

Page  S,  line  SS,/r  Court,  nod  count 

4,  line  8  from  boCtom,ybr  1810,  rtad  1810. 

0,  ttne  6,  for  1816,  read  1810. 
10,  Hne  18,  for  Erk,  read  Moult. 
871,  line  16,  qfter  shew  huert  that 
397,  Une  17,  fir  1885,  reaJ  1836. 
401,  Vkmt  4  from  bottaai,  jl^  vOlantary,  TwrfeoBpulfOiy. 
465,  line  16,  fir  Athell,  nod  Aakell. 

5S1,  line  6  from  bottom,  fir  a  nonault,  rtad  arreating  the  Judgment 
555,  line  15,  fir  wherever,  read  whether. 
64S,  line  IS  of  marginal  notd|  fir  act^  read  fiict 
74S,  Hne  16,  fir  plaintiir,  reat  debodant 


Tke  fittawbig  errereMftre  madverientip  t^t  imeerm$td  te  FoL  /. 

Page  .598,  Une  Jtfi,  fir  broken,  read  tulton. 

685,  line  SO,  dele  havei  aadfir  since,  read  before. 


TABLE 


or  THB 


NAMES  OF  THE  CASES  REPORTED 

IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


AfiBRDEiN,  Westbury  V.  -  267 
Adams «.  O'Brien  -  -  172 
Adams  f .  Rippon  -  -  172 
Alderson  v.  Johnson  -  70 
Aldridge  9.  Buller  -  •  412 
Alexander,  Hart  v.  -  -  484 
Allen,  Hill  0.  -  -  -  283 
Allen  9.  Walker  -  -  317 
Alston,  M'Gahey  v.  -    206 

Andrews,  Smith  v.  -  -  536 
Anstruther,  Dawes  r.  -  8 1 7 
Aabby  v.  Harris  -  -  673 
Atkins,  Rex  9.  -  - 
Atkinson,  Magee  v. 
Afctwill  V.  Baker 
Attorney-General  v.  Han- 
cock    -        .        -        - 

. V.  Hills  - 

•— V.  Parsons 

Audley  (Lord),  Lanman,  v. 
Augarde  f  •  Thompson 

Bagster,  Edwards  v. 
Bailey  v.  Chitty 
Baker,  Attwill  r.       .        . 
Baker,  Goodtitle  (L  Mel- 
bum  r.         -        -        - 
Baker  «•  Brown 
Balbimie,  Thurnell  9. 
Barden  v.  Keyerberg 
Barnes,  Jones  f  •       -        - 
Barry  v.  Goodman    - 
Barthrop,  Wilson  v. 
Bass  V.  Cooper 


440 
272 

563 
159 
23 
535 
617 

221 

28 

272 

858 
199 
786 
61 
318 
768 
863 
810 


Beale  v.  Overton      -  -  534 

Becke  r.  Smith        -  -  191 

Belbin  v.  Butt           •  -  422 

Belcher  9.  Jones       -  -  258 

Beresford,  Wame  v.  •  848 

Bezward,  Chandler  v.  •  205 

Binns,  Casley  r.        -  •  285 

Bispham,  Tarbuck  e.  •  2 

Blundell  v.  Hanson  -  »  243 

Bolton  9.  Johnson    *  -  42 

Bolton  p.  Sherman    -  *  325 

Bowers,  Doidge  r.    *  •  365 

Boydell  v.  Champneys  -  483 

Brewer,  Edwards  r.  -  375 

Brind  v.  Dale  -        .  ,.  775 

Bristowe,  Roy  9.      -  -  241 

Broderick,  Marryat  €.  •  369 

Brooks  9.  Elkins       -  -  74 

Brown,  Baker  9.       -  -  199 

Brown,  Smith  c       -  -  851 

Bryan,  Gough  9.      .  .  770 

BuUer,  Aldridge  9.  -  -  412 

Burgess,  Foulkes  r.  -  849 

Burlinson,  Laidler  v.  •  602 

Butler,  Harris  9.      .  .  539 

Butt,  Belbin  f.         •  -422 

Cafe,  Duncan  9.        •  -  244 

Cannan9.Wood       -  -  465 

Capel  r.  Staines        •  -  850 

Cardwell,  Doncaster  r.  -  390 

Card  well  9.  Lucas     -  -  111 

Carrington  v.  Roots  •  -  Hifi 

Casley  9.  Binns        -  -  285 


VI 


TABLE   OF   THE   CASES. 


Chamberlain  v.  Clark  -  78 

Champneys,  Boydell  v.  -  433 

Chandler  v.  Bezward  -  205 

Chappell  9.  Poles      -  -  867 
Charrington  p,  Meathering- 

ham      .        .        '  U2,  228 

Chester,  Evans  r.      -  -  847 

Chitty,  Bailey  r.        -  -  28 

Clare^  Jeffries  r.        -  •  43 

Clark,  Chamberlain  v.  -  78 

Cohen  r.  Huskisson  -  -  477 

CoIe«  Elsworth  v.      -  -  31 

Combe,  Filbey  v.       -  -  677 

Cooper,  Bass  r.         -  -  310 

Cope  V.  Rowlands     -  -  149 

Cottrell,  Goldshede  v.  -  20 

Cowne,  Housego  9.  -  -  348 

Cox  V.  Salmon           -  -  127 

Cress  well,  Garden  v.  -  319 

Cresswell,  Robinson  r.  -  410 

Curtis,  Heale  r.        -  -  76 


Dale,  Brind  r.          -        -  775 

Davies,  Doe  A  Lewis  r.    -  503 

Dawes  v.  Anstruther         -  817 

Dawson  V.  M'Donald         -  26 

Day,  Smith  r.            -        -  684 

Day.Wallisr.           -        -  273 

Dodgson,  Johnson  r.        -  653 
Doe  d.  Dinorben   (Lord) 

V.  Roe           -        .        -  374 

Gord  V.  Needs     -  129 

Knight,  Nepean  v.  894 

■  Lewis  V.  Davies    -  603 

Morgan  r.  Roe     -  423 

Nanney  r.  Gore   -  321 

■  ■'           Postlethwaite    c. 
Neale  -        -        -        -  732 

Rees  p.  Williams  -  749 

Threlfall  v.  Ward  65 

Wythe  V.  Rutland  661 

Doidge  r.  Bowers     -        -  365 

Doncaster  r.  Cardwell       -  390 

-  386 

-  244 


Dore,  Watson  9. 
Duncan  v.  Cafe 
Dutton,  Reade  v. 


Edmunds  9.  Groves  •  -  641 

Edwards  v.  Bagster  -  •  221 

f?.  Brewer  -  -  375 

V.  Grace    -  -  190 

V.Jones     -  -  414 

,  Thomas  r.  -  215 

Elkins,  Brooks  r.  -  -  74 
Ellam,  Norton  v.  -  -  461 
Elliott  r.  Martin  -  *  -  18 
Elsworth  9.  Cole  -  -  31 
Erie,  Heale  V.  -  -  383 
Ess  V,  Truscott  -  -  385 
Evans  r.  Chester  -  -  847 
,  Williams  r.    - 


Farr  v.  Ward   -        -        - 
Farrer,  White  c.       -        - 
Field  V.  Smith 
Filbey  r.  Combe 
Fisher,  Hay  v.  - 
Flemyng  r.  Hector    - 
Foulkes  V.  Burgess   - 

Gardner  r.  Cresswell 
Gilbert  r.  Pape 
Glyn,  Shillibeer  r.     - 
Goldshede  v.  Cottrell 
Goldsmith,  Goodee  9. 
Goodee  v.  Goldsmith 
Goodman,  Barry  r.  - 
Goodtitle    d.    Milburn    p. 
Baker        ... 
Gore,  Doe  d.  Nanney  v.     - 
Gough  r.  Bryan 

V.  White       - 

Grace,  Edwards  v.   - 
Griffin,  James  v.       -        - 
Griffith  9.  Harries     - 

V.  Roxbrough 

Grove,  Young  c.       -        • 
Groves,  Edmunds  v. 
Gurney  v.  Rawlins    - 

Hall,  Piatt  f?.    - 
Halls,  Marston  v.      - 
Hancock,  Attorney-Gene- 


844 
288 
388 
677 
722 
172 
849 

319 
811 
143 
20 
202 
202 
768 

853 
821 
770 
3(iS 
190 
623 
335 
734 
703 
641 
87 

391 
60 


ral  r. 


.  56S 


TABLK    OF    THE    CASES. 


Vll 


Hanson,  Blundell  v.  - 
Harding  v.  Stokes  - 
Harries,  Griffith  f .   - 

V,  Thomas   - 

Harris,  Ashby  c.       -        - 
'  r.  Butler 

Hart  V.  Alexander    - 
Hatcher  v,  Seaton     - 
Hay  V.  Fidier  -.        -        - 
Haytor  v.  Moat 
Heale  f.  Curtis 

C.Erie    - 

Hector,  Flemyng  r.  - 
Hedger  r.  Steavenson 
Henderson  v.  Sherborne   - 
HilU.  Allen     - 
Hills,  Attorney-General  v. 
Hobby  «.  Pritchard  - 
Housego  V.  Cowne    - 
How  V.  Pickard 
Howe,  Jones  v.         -        - 
Hurdiss,  Simpson  v. 
Huskisson,  Cohen  r. 
Hutchins  v.  Scott 

James,  Griffin  v.  -        - 

Jarman,  Palmer  0.  - 
Jeflfries  v.  Clare 

Johnson,  Alderson  v. 

-,  Bolton  r.  - 

— -,  Lilley  r.  - 

r.  Dodgson  - 

Jones,  Belcher  9.  - 

,  Edwards  r.  - 

,  Lewis  r.  -        - 

r.  Barnes 

r.  Howe 

V,  Jones 

V.  Pritchard  - 

■  V,  Williams 

Irving,  While  c.  -        - 

Kenifeck,  Attorney-Gene- 
ral r.    - 
Kenyon  ©.  Wakes    - 
Kerr,  Lewis  r.  -        • 

Keverbergi  Barden  v.        -      61 


2iS 
2SS 
335 

32 
673 
539 
484 

47 
722 

56 

76 
383 
172 
799 
236 
283 
159 
124 
348 
373 
379 

84 
477 
809 

623 
282 
43 
70 
42 
386 
653 
258 
414 
203 
313 
379 
323 
199 
336 
127 


715 
764 


Keyr.M'Intyre        -  -  3S6 

Knight,  Ex  parte    -  -  106 

-,  Turquand  v.  -  98 

'  V.  Turquand  -  101 

Ladd  9.  Lynn  -        -  -  265 

Laidler  r.  Burlinson  -  -  602 

Lainson,  Wright  9.  -  -  739 

Lambert  v.  Norris    -  •  333 

Langridge  r.  Levi    -  -  519 

Lanman  9.  Lord  Audley  -  535 

Lawes,  Woodtborpe  v.  -  109 

Leach  v.  Thomas      -  -  427 

Lee,  Plummer  9.       -  -  405 

9.Milner   -        -  -  824 

Legh,  Yeomans  9.     -  -  419 

Levi,  Langridge  9.     -  -  519 

Levy  9.  Price  -        -  -  533 

Lewis  9.  Jones          -  •  203 

9.  Kerr  -        -  -  226 

Lilley  9.  Johnson      -  -  386 

Lindus  9.  Pound       •  -  240 

Lloyd,  Minshall  9.     -  -  450 

Lucas,  Card  well  9.    -  -  111 

Lynn,  Ladd  9.  -        -  -  265 

Lyster,  M'Dowall  9.  -  -  62 


M'Donald,  Dawson  9.  -  26 

M'Gabey  9.  Alston  -  -  206 

M'Gill,  Pritchard  9.  -  880 

M'Intyre,  Lambert  v.  .  347 

M'Kune  9.  Smith      -  -  85 

Magee  v.  Atkinson    -  -  440 

Mann,  Pope  9.  -        -  -  881 

Marryat,  Broderick  9.  -  369 

Marston  9.  Halls       -  -  60 

Martin,  Elliott  9.      -  -  IS 
Meatheringham,  Charring- 

ton  9.        -        -  142,  228 

Memoranda      ...  362 

Miller,  Stevens  9.      -*  -  868 

Milner,  Lee  9.  «        -  -  824 

Minshall  9.  Lloyd      -  -  450 

Moat,  Hayter  9.        -  -  56 

Montague,  Taylor  9.  -  315 

Monzani,  Sumption  9.  31 1,  n. 


Vlll 


TABLE  OP  THE  CASKS. 


Morant  v.  Sign         -  -  95 

Morgan  v.  Seaward  -  -  544 

,  Price  r.      -  -  68 

Morse,  Teague  9.     •  -  599 

Neale,    Doe    d     Pestle- 

thwaitev.-        -  -  732 

Needs,  Doe  d.  Oord  p.  -  129 

Nepean  v.  Doe  d.  Knight  894 

NichoU  V.  WiUiams  -  -  758 

Norman  «•  Wiscombe  -  849 

Norris,  Lambert  n.  -*  -  383 

Norton  v.  Ellam       •  -  461 

Oakes  V.  Wood        -  -  791 

O'Brien,  Adams  r.    -  -  178 

Overton,  Beale  v.     -  -  534 

Owen  9.  Waters        -  -  91 

Palmer  r.  Jarman      -  -  282 

Pape,  Gilbert  9.       •  -  811 
Parsons,  Attomej-General 

r.     .        .        -  -  23 

Partridge  v.  Wallbank  -  898 

Patrick,  Wbeatley  v.  -  650 

Pering, /iir«   -        -  -  873 

Perkins,  Wilkins  v.  -  -  315 

Perry  r.  Skinner       -  -  471 

Phillips,  Probert  r.  -  -  40 

Pickard,  How  9.       -  -  373 

Piatt  r.  Hall     -        -  •  391 

,Timmi8r.        -  -  720 

Plummer  «•  Lee       «-  •  495 

Poles,  ChappelU.    -  -  867 

Poole's  BaU     -        -  -  312 

Poole  V.  Tumbridge  -  223 

Pope  r.  Mann  -        -  -  881 

Porter,  Tinley  r.      -  •  822 

Pound,  Lindus  t;.     -  •  240 

Price  V.  Morgan       -  -  53 

— — ,  Levy  r.  .        -  -  533 

Pritchard ,  Hobby  9.  -  -  124 

,  Jones  r.  -  -  199 

r.M'Qill  -  .  380 

Probert  V.Phillips    -  -  40 

Promotions      ...  862 

Putney  0.  Swann      -  -  72 


Rawlins,  Gumey  9.  -  -  87 

Rea  r.  Sheward        -  *  424 

Reade  v.  Dutton      -  -  69 

Reayv.  Youde         -  -  188 

Reed  v.  Spurr  -        -  •  76 

9  Woods  r.       -  -  700 

Rex  p.  Atkins  ...  289 

Sheriff  of  Kent,  in 

Potter  f  •  Simpson  -  316 

Sheriff  of  Middle- 

sex,  in  Barton  v.  Mor- 
gan -        -        -  -  107 
Richardson,  Walker  v.  -  882 
Rippon,  Adams  9.    -  -  172 
Robinson,  In  re        -  -  407 

V.  Cresswell  -  410 

Roe,  Doe  d.  Lord  Dinor- 

ben  r.       -        -  -  374 

,  Doe  d.  Morgan  •.  -  423 

Rogers,  Stone  &•      -  -  443 

Roots,  Carrington  r.  -  248 

Rowlands,  Cope  r.    -  .  148 

Rozbrough,  Griffith  v.  -  734 

Roy  r.  Bristowe       -  ^  241 

Rules  of  Court          -  1,219 

Rutland,  Doe  d.  Wythe  v.  661 

Ryknd  r.  Wormald  .  -  393 

Salmon,  Cox  v.        -  -  127 

Salter  r.  Yates-        *  -  67 

Scott,  Hutchins  r.    -  -  809 

Seaton,  Hatcher  v.   *  -  47 

Seaward,  Morgan  r.  •  -  544 

Shave  0.  Spode         -  -  42 

Sherborne,  Henderson  «.  .  236 

Sherman,  Bolton  «•  -  -  325 

Sheward,  Rea  v.      -  -  484 

Shillibeer  r.  Glyn     -  -  143 

Shipton,  Vernon  0.  -  -  9 

Sign,  Morant  r«        -  -  95 

Simpson  v,  Hurdiss  -  -  84 

Skinner,  Perry  v,  -  471 

Smith,  Becke  r.        -  -  191 

,  Field  V.         -  -  388 

,  M'Kairer-     -  -  85 

r.  Andrews     -  -  536 

r.  Brown         -  -  851 


TABLE   OF  THE   CASES. 


IX 


Smith  r.  Day    - 

V.  Webb 

Spode^  V.  Shave 
Spurr,  Reed  9. 
Staines,  Capel  v. 
Steavenson,  Hedger  v. 
Stevens  v.  Miller 
Stokes,  Harding  r.    - 
Stone  r.  Rogers 
Sumption  v.  Monzani  - 
Swann,  Putney  v, 

Tarbuck  9.  Bispham 
Taylor  r.  Montague  - 
Teague  v.  Morse 
Thomas,  Harries  v.  - 

r.  Edwards  - 

— — ,  Leach  r. 
Thompson,  Augarde  v. 

,  in  re 

Tbumell  v.  Balbirnie 
Tiromis  9.  Piatt 
Tinley  r.  Porter 
Tribe  t?.  Wingfield    - 
Tniscott,  Ess  v. 
Tumbridge,  Poole  r. 
Tumbull,  Jones  9.     - 
Turquand  v.  Knight 
,  Knight  r. 

Vernon  v.  Shipton  - 

Wakes,  Kenyon  r.    - 
Wallbank,  Partridge  v. 


-  684 
.  879 
.  4« 

-  76 

-  850 

-  799 
.  368 

-  233 

-  443 
311,  n. 

-  7g 


315 


215 
427 
617 
645 
786 
720 
822 
128 
385 
223 
601 
98 
101 

9 

764 
893 


Wallis  V.  Day            -  -  273 

Walker  r.  Allen        -  .  317 

r.  Richardson  -  882 

Ward,  Doe  rf.  Threlfall  v.  65 

Ward,  Fair  r.  -        -  -  841 

Warne  r.  Beresford  -  818 

Waters,  Owen  r.       -  -  91 

Watson  r.  Dore        -  -  886 

Webb,  Smith  v.        -  -  879 

Wescombe,  Norman  v.  -  349 

Westbury  v  Aberdein  -  267 

Wheatley  v.  Patrick  -  650 

White,  Gough  r.       •  -  363 

r.  Farrer          -  -  288 

c.  Irving         -  -  127 

Wilkins  v.  Perkins    -  -  315 

Williams,  Jones  r.     -  -  336 

,  Doe  rf.  Rees  v,  749 

,  Nicholl  r.  -  758 

V.  Evans   -  -  220 

Wingfield,  Tribe  r,  -  128 

Wilson  V.  Barthrop  -  863 

Wood,  Can  nan  c.      -  -  465 

,  Oakes  V.       -  -  791 

Woods  V,  Reed         -  -  700 

Woodthorpe  v.  Lawes  -  109 

Wormald,  Ryland  e.  -  393 

Wright  V.  Lainson    -  -  739 

Yates,  Salter  r.         .  .  67 

Yeomans  9.  Legh      -  -  419 

Youde,  Reay  r.         -  -  188 

Young  r.  Grove        -  -  70S 


VOL.  II. 


REPORTS    OF    CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 
ni 

l%e  ^Ottirt0  of  Sxr&e^uer, 

4]rD 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV. 


RE6ULA  OENERALIS. 
Michaelmas  Term,  7  Will.  IV.  8rd  Nor.  1836.  iga^ 

It  is  Ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  last  day  of  this 
Term,  all  Roles  apon  Sheriflb,  other  than  the  Sheriffs  of 
London  and  Middlesex,  to  return  Writs  either  of  mesne 
or  final  Process,  and  Rules  to  bring  in  the  bodies  of 
defendants,  be  Eight  Day  Rules,  bstead  of  Six  Day 
Rules. 

Dbnman,  W.  Bollamd, 

N.  C.  TiNDAL,  J.  B.  BOSANQUET, 

Abinger,  E.  H»  Alderson, 

J.  A.  Park,  J.  Patteson, 

J.  LiTTLBDALE,  J.  GURNBY, 

S.  Gaselbb,  J.  Williams, 

J.  Yaughan,  J.  T.  Coleridge. 

J.  Parks, 

vol.  11.  B  M.  w. 


2 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


£xcA.  of  Pleat, 

18:^6. 


A.  kept  cash 
wiih  B.y  a 
banker,  and  the 
balances  to  hit 
credit  were 
stated  from 
time  to  time  in 
a  pass-book. 
A.  became  a 
lunatic,  but  the 
account  con- 
tinued  to  be 
kept  with  his 
family,  and  in 
the  pass-book, 
the  entries  in 
which  were  in 
B.'s  handwrit- 
ing; a  balance 
was  stated  to 
the  credit  of  A.: 
--mid,  that 
this  was  not 
evidence  to 
support  a  count 
on  an  account 
stated  with  A., 
in  an  action 
brought  by  his 
repres  ntative 
against  B.,  to 
recover  the 
amount  of 
such  balance. 


Robert  Taubuck,  Administrator  of  James  Tarbuck, 
Deceased,  v.  Thomas  Bispham. 

ASSUMPSIT.--Tke  first  count  of  the  declaration 
stated,  that,  whereas  the  said  James  Tarbuck  in  his  life- 
time, before  the  making  of  the  promises  by  the  defendant 
thereinafter  mentioned,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  employ- 
ing the  defendant  as  his  banker,  and  thereupon  here- 
tofore and  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  J.  T.,  to  wit,  on  the 
1st  August,  1810,  in  consideration  that  the  said  J.  T.,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  would  continue  to  employ 
him  as  his  banker,  and  would,  from  time  to  time,  deposit 
monies  with  him,  tlte  defendant,  and  employ  him  as  such 
banker  to  receive  such  monies  on  his  the  said  J.  T/s  ac- 
count and  for  his  use,  he,  the  defendant,  promised  the 
said  J.  T.  to  render  to  him,  his  executors  or  administra- 
tors, a  just  and  true  account  of  alf  monies  which  should 
be  so  deposited  with  or  received  by  the  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  and  to  pay  to  the  said  J.  T.,  his  executors  or 
adininistratora,  all  such  monies  as  aforesaid,  together  with 
intecest,  after  the  r^te  o(  ^L  per  cent,  per  annum,  on  the 
balances  of  such  nH>nies  which  shoukl  from  time  to  time 
be  in  his,  ttie  defendant's  hands^  to  the  credit  of  the  said 
J.  T.«  &c*,  whenever  thereunto  reasonably  requested. 
The  Court  then  averred,  that,  on  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, and  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  until  the  1st  day 
of  November,  1812,  the  said  J.  T.  did  continue  to  employ 
the  defendant  as  his  banker,  and  deposit  monies  with  him 
as  stich  banker;  and  that  the  defendant,  as  such  banker, 
and  by  virtue  of  such  employment,  received  divers  monies 
on  account  of  the  siiid  J.  T.  and  for  his  use,  amounting 
in  the  whole  to  l£O0/.,  &c.  &c.;  and  alleged  as  a  breach, 
that  the  defendant  did  not  render  to  the  plaintiflT,  as  ad- 
ministrator, after  the  death  of  the  said  J.  T.,  or  to  J.  T. 
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in  his  lifetime,  a  just  and  true  account  of  the  monies  so  re*  ^^h,  of  Pi$a»i 
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ceived  by  and  deposited  with  him  as  aforesaid,  or  pay 
the  same  or  the  interest  thereon,  or  any  part  thereof. 
There  were  ako  counts  on  an  account  stated  with  the  in- 
testate^  Aod  on  an  account  stated  with  the  plaintiff  as  ad- 
ministrator. 

Tbedefendant  pleaded — First,  non-assumpsit;  secondly, 
to  the  first  and  second  counts,  that,  after  the  making  of 
the  promises  in  those  counts  mentioned,  and  in  the  life- 
time of  the  said  J.  T.,to  wit,  on  the  18th  June,  18^,  he, 
the  defendant,  did  render  a  true  and  just  account  of  all 
monies  deposited  with,  and  delivered  by  him,  as  in  the 
first  count  mentioned,  and  of  all  monies  due  and  owing 
from  the  defendant  to  the  said  J.  T.,  to  one  W.  Pilking- 
ton,  who  was  then  the  agent  of  and  for  the  said  J.  T.  for 
that  purpose  duly  authorized;  and  the  defendant  was 
then  in  arrear  and  indebted  to  J.  T.  on  account  of  the  pro- 
mises in  the  first  and  second  counts  mentioned,  in  the 
sum  of  175/.  14«.  5c/.,  and  no  more,  for  principal  and 
interest,  which  sum  the  defendant  then  paid  to  the  said 
W.  P.,  then  being  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  in  satisfaction 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  sum  of  money;  and  the  said 
W.  P.,  BO  being  such  agent  and  duly  authorized  as  afore- 
said, received  the  same  from  the  defendant  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  said  J.T. ;  and  that  from  the  time  of  the 
rendering  such  account,  and  paying  the  said  sum  of 
money,  he,  the  defendant,  never  had  received  any  money 
from  or  on  account  of  the  said  J.  T.,  or  of  the  plaintiff  as 
administrator  as  aforesaid,  nor  had  any  money  been  de- 
posited with  him  on  account  of  the  said  J.  T.  or  of  the 
plaintiff  as  administrator  as  aforesaid.  Thirdly,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  whole 
declaration. 

To  the  second  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  alleging  that 
the  account  therein  mentioned  was  not  a  true  and  just  ac- 
count ;  that  the  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of  rendering 
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Mxek,  of  PUat,  it,  in  arrear  in  a  larger  sum  than  175/.  14^.  5d.,  and  that 
W.  P.  was  not  an  agent  authorized  by  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
ceive the  money  on  his  behalf:  on  which  issue  was  joined. 
The  replication  to  the  third  plea  stated,  that  the  causes  of 
action  in  the  first  and  second  counts  mentioned,  first  ac- 
crued to  the  said  J.  T.  in  his  lifetime,  to  wit,  on  the  1st 
January,  18S8;  and  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cruing of  the  causes  of  action  in  those  counts  mentioned, 
and  of  every  of  them,  he,  the  said  J.  T.,  was  non  compos 
mentis,  and  continued  to  be  so  from  the  time  of  the  ac- 
cruing of  the  said  causes  of  action  until  within  six  years 
next  before  the  commencement  of  thb  suit,  to  wit,  until 
the  4th  September,  1831,  on  which  day  hie  died;  and  that 
he  was  never  at  any  time  after  the  accruing  of  the  said 
causes  of  action,  or  either  of  them,  of  sane  memory:  which 
was  denied  by  the  rejoinder: — And  as  to  the  third  count, 
the  replication  alleged  that  the  cause  of  action  in  that 
count  did  accrue  within  six  years :  on  which  also  issues 
were  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  Liverpool 
Assizes,  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence : — 

The  intestate,  James  Tarbuck,  who  was  a  nail-maker  at 
Prescot,in  Lancashire,  and  possessed  of  some  real  property 
near  that  town,  kept  an  account  with  William  Bispham« 
father  of  the  defendant,  who  carried  on  business  as  a  private 
banker  at  Prescot.  The  pass-book  kept  between  them 
was  produced  in  evidence ;  it  commenced  in  the  year  1806, 
and  was  headed  '*  Mr.  James  Tarbuck  in  account  with 
William  Bispham."  On  the  12th  August,  1819,  the  ac- 
count shewed  a  balance,  stated  to  Tarbuck's  credit,  of 
1039/.  19s.  ZcLg  and  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  Thomas 
Bispham,  who,  on  his  father's  death  a  short  time  before, 
bad  succeeded  him  in  his  business.  The  entries  in  this 
book  were  continued,  in  the  defendant's  handwriting, 
without  any  fresh  heading,  balances  being  stated  from  time 
to  time,  down  to  the  23rd  June,  1823.    On  that  day  there 
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and  on  the  opposite  page  a  receipt  was  given  for  that  sum 
in  the  name  of  William  Pilkington,  as  acting  committee  of 
the  estate  of  James  Tarbuck;  but  the  defendant's  signa- 
ture appeared  nowhere  subsequent  to  the  first  statement 
of  account  in  1816.  It  apjfieared,  that,  in  the  year  1811, 
James  Tarbuck  became  disordered  in  his  mind,  and  was 
sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum ;  after  remaining  there  a  short 
time,  he  returned  home,  and  continued  free  from  restraint 
for  about  a  year,  when,  being  found  to  be  altogether  in* 
competent  to  manage  his  afiairs,  he  was  sent  again  to  the 
asylum,  and  remained  there  a  decided  lunatic  until  his 
death  in  1831.  A  commission  of  lunacy  issued  against 
him  shortly  after  his  second  confinement,  under  which  Pil- 
kington  was  appointed  committee  of  his  estate  and  person. 
It  did  not  distinctly  appear  to  whom  the  pass-book  used  to 
be  sent  after  Tarbuck  became  insane.  The  present  action 
was  brought  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, in  a  suit  between  the  different  members  of  the 
lunatic's  family,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  pay- 
ments made  by  the  defendant  were  made  bon&  fide  for  the 
benefit  of  the  lunatic's  estate,  or  by  collusion  with  any 
other  members  of  his  family.  The  learned  Judge  stated 
it  as  his  opinion,  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a  bar  to 
the  recovery  of  the  first  balance  of  1039/.  195.  2d.^  inas- 
much as  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  lunacy  of  James  Tarbuck 
existed  at  the  time  of  that  settlement  of  accounts ;  and  that 
as  to  the  subsequent  balances,  they  were  causes  of  action 
only  on  the  footing  of  accounts  stated ;  but,  in  order  to 
state  an  account,  there  must  be  two  parties  of  sane  mind, 
whereas  Tarbuck  was,  during  all  that  time,  insane.  His 
Lordship  was  therefore  of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  tiie  jury  in  support  of  any  of  the  causes  of 
action,  and  directed  the  plaintiff  to  be  called ;  and  on  the 
plaintiff*8  counsel  appearing,  the  jury,  under  the  direction 
of  the  learned  Judge,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
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E^eh.  tf  Pkat,  Atcherley^  Serjt.,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection.  The  learned  Judge  was  wrong 
in  ruling  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  ac- 
count stated,  under  the  circumstances  proved  at  the  trial. 
There  is  no  authority  to  shew  that  either  a  lunatic  or  an 
infant  might  not  himself  sue  for  a  debt  contracted  under 
such  circumstances.  They  stand,  in  this  respect,  in  the 
same  situation ;  each  may  sue  upon  a  contract  made  with 
him  for  his  benefit,  which  yet  might  not  be  binding  con- 
versely upon  him.  [Parke^  B. — The  difficulty  here  is, 
that  there  is  no  account  slated^  but  only  a  balance  in  the 
debtor's  own  book,  which  was  not,  and  could  not  be, 
stated  to  the  creditor.  Alderaon^  B. — In  the  cases  you 
refer  to  there  is  an  actual  contract,  though  one  party  was 
incompetent  in  law  to  make  it].  There  is  an  accounting 
here  by  the  entry  made  in  the  book  which  passes  between 
the  banker  and  tlie  customer,  or  those  who  represented 
him.  An  account  stated  with  a  married  woman  has  been 
held  sufficient  to  support  an  action  by  her  husband, 
although  it  would  not  be  evidence  in  an  action  against  the 
husband.  Bull.  N.  P.  1^;  Slyart  v.  Rowland  {a). 
[Parke^  B. — That  case  proceeded  on  the  principle  that 
the  wife  may  be  treated  as  the  husband's  agent,  it  being 
an  act  done  on  his  behalf  and  for  his  benefit,  which  may 
be  subsequently  ratified  by  him.  Here  there  is  no  proof 
of  a  communication  of  the  account  to  anybody].  It  might 
equally  be  said  that  it  was  no  account  stated,  if  the  ac- 
count were  rendered  to  a  firm  of  which  one  partner  was 
insane;  and  the  objection  would  not  be  removed  by  treat- 
ing it  as  stated  with  his  agent,  inasmuch  as  there  must  be 
a  person  of  competent  mind  to  appoint  an  agent.  There 
is  no  case  in  which  the  disability  of  a  lunatic  is  treated  as 
differing  in  any  degree  from  that  of  an  infant.  But  for 
the  state  of  mind  of  the  party,  it  is  as  much  an  accounting 
with  him  as  the  entries  in  a  banker's  book  would  be  an 

(a)  1  Show.  215. 
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accounting  with  any  customer.  The  same  objection  of  in-  JSttk.  9/  Pkm, 
capacity,  if  it  is  to  avails  would  apply  to  a  case  where  the 
lunatic  was  actually  present,  and  appeared  to  go  througli 
the  actual  form  of  accounting;  because  it  would  be  a 
mere  mockery*  In  Co.  Litt.  S.  b.,  it  is  said,  ''  A  man  of 
non-aane  memory  may,  without  the  consent  of  any  other, 
purchase  lands,  but  he  himself  cannot  waive  it;  but  if  he 
die  in  his  madness,  or  after  his  memory  recover,  without 
agreement  thereto,  his  heir  may  waive  and  disagree  to  the 
estate."  And  in  Co.  Litt.  166.  a.,  ''If  any  of  the  parce- 
ners be  of  nun-sane  memory,  it  shall  bind  the  parties  them- 
selves, but  not  their  issues,  unless  it  be  equal.*'  The 
same  broad  ground  of  incapacity  would  equally  apply  to 
tbe^cases  there  stated.  In  Holi  v.  Ward  (a),  it  was  held 
that  an  infant  might  sue  on  a  contract  of  marriage  with  a 
person  of  full  age.  All  the  analogies  to  be  derived  from 
the  authorities,  and  all  the  convenience  and  justice  of  the 
case,  require  that  the  action  should  be  maintainable. 
The  defendant  has  admitted  a  balance  due  to  the  indivi'- 
dmalf  the  lunatic,  and  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  say 
thai  he  wa^  mit  in  a  condition  of  mind  to  have  an  account 
stated  with  him. 

But  even  if  the  contract  were  void  or  voidable,  that 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded  under  the  new  rules.  [Parke, 
B. — I  do  not  see  how  the  new  rules  apply  to  the  case ; 
the  question  arises  on  the  replication,  whether  the  party 
was  non  compos  mentis,  as  therein  alleged,  or  not].  It 
arises  also  on  the  general  issue,  whether  there  was  any  ac- 
counting or  not.  [Parke,  B. — The  plaintiff  says  there 
was  an  accounting  in  fact,  but  avoids  it  by  pleading  the 
lunacy;  but  it  comes  round  to  the  same  question,  whether 
there  was  any  accounting  in  fact  with  the  lunatic].  At  all 
events,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  first 
issue.  [Alderson,  B. — ^The  entry  of  the  verdict  on  that 
issue  may  be  amended  by  application  to  the  learned 
Judge]. 

(<i)2Stra.937. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  Parke.  B. — If  there  had  been  any  proof  of  an  actual 
.  ^  ^  accounting  with  the  lunatic,  I  should  have  been  disposed 
Tarbuck  fo  grant  a  rule,  in  order  to  afford  an  opportunity  for  con- 
BiiPHAM.  Bidering  the  argument  urged  by  my  Brother  Atcherley. 
But  I  think  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  accounting  with 
the  lunatic ;  if  with  anybody,  it  was  with  his  agent  or  one 
of  his  family ;  but  a  lunatic  is  not  competent  to  appoint  an 
agent:  there  is  no  account  stated  with  any  person  who 
can  be  treated  as  the  representative  of  the  lunatic.  But  if 
the  accounting  had  been  with  the  lunatic  himself,  and 
were  proved  only  by  the  entries  in  the  pass-book,  I  have 
great  doubts  whether  it  would.entitle  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover :  it  appears  to  amount  to  no  more  than  a  promise  by 
.the  defendant  to  pay  the  old  debt;  then  it  could  not  be 
proceeded  upon  as  a  promise,  because  there  was  no  memo- 
randum in  writing  signed  by  the  defendant;  and  if  the 
plaintiff  could  sue  on  it  as  an  account  stated,  the  provi- 
sions of  Lord  Tenterden*s  act  would  be  defeated.  But 
independently  of  that  point,  I  think  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained,  because  the  account,  at  all  events,  was  not 
stated  with  the  lunatic  himself,  or  with  any  pef  son  compe- 
tent to  state  an  account  on  his  part. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case  of 
Styart  v.  Rowland  does  not  govern  the  present  The 
evidence  there  was  of  an  accounting  with  the  wife,  which 
the  husband  afterwards  recognised  and  sued  upon.  That 
is  not  the  present  case.  I  have  looked  in  vain  here  for 
any  evidence  of  an  actual  accounting  with  the  lunatic ; 
there  is  no  proof  of  any  communication  whatever  to  him  in 
his  lifetime:  all  that  appears  is,  that,  after  his  death,  the 
book  is  found  and  sued  on  by  his  representative. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Gurnby,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Vernon  v.  Shipton. 

JL  ROVER  for  100  boxes  of  tin  plates.— Pleas,  first,  not  in  trover,  since 

guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  in  the  plaintiff  u 

the  declaration  mentioned,  nor  from  thence  at  any  time  be-  *gf^^^  ^^ 

fore  or  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit  was,  pi^  of  not 

possessed  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  or  any  part  there-  trial  a'conver- 

of,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged;  on  which  issues  were  bepwedTai- 

joined.  At  the  trial  before  Paiiesan,  J.,  at  the  last  Stafford  though  it  ap- 

«      •          •                                                 •       /M                                           •  P**'  ironi  the 

Assues,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  a  manufacturer  of  tin  evident,  that, 

plates  i^Birmingham,  sold  to  a  Mr. Saunders,  in  June,1835,  tach  con^CTdoo, 

1500  boxes  of  them,  to  be  consigned  to  him  at  Liverpool,  *^|^!^^J|f 

for  sale  there.     A  portion  of  them  were  brought  by  the  property  in  the 

defendant,  a  canal  carrier,  and  were  lying  at  his  wharf  in  where  a 

Liverpool,  to  the  order  of  Saunders.     They  proved  to  be  ^l'^"^ 

bad,  and  Saunders  complaining  to  the  plaintiff  of  their  ^f"  iy>°s  ^t  a 

wharf*  save  the 

quality,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  back  those  which  re-  wharfinger  an 

mained  unsold,  which  amounted  to  76  boxes.     Saunders  ^hemtoA!,but 

accordingly,   on   the  10th  July,  sent  the  defendant  an  *ft«^ward»,  with 

**  *                                            ''  A.  s  concur- 

order  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff.    He  had  previously  rence,  gave 

engaged  to  supply  500  boxes  to  one  Hargreaves,  and  hav-  der  to  deUver  * 

ing  communicated  this  to  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  proposed  ^hlch  he^^d-— 

that  the  76  boxes  should  go  to  Hargreaves  in  part  perform-  ?^^}^  ^  ^^'• 

®                  ®                     r        r  tion  of  trover 

ance  of  that   engagement.     On  the  SOth  July,  Saunders  by  A.,  against 

accordingly  sent  an  order  to  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  that^e  defen- 

76  boxes  to  Hargreaves,  which  was  done.    The  price  to  J^i"||^if  ^,f 

be  paid  for  them  by  Hargreaves  to  Saunders  was  1 1 5/.  I3s>,  tuch  tramfer  to 

of  which  he  paid  him  80/.,  retaining  the  balance  until  the  that  the  plaintiff 

fulfilment  of  Saunders'  contract  for  the  delivery  of  the  ^"0? thf^' 

rest  of  the  500  boxes.     Of  this  80/.  Saunders  paid  the  *f  '>'  f^""  ^' 

^  claration  men- 
plaintiff  50/.     Some  disputes  subsequently  arising  in  the  tiooed. 

settlement  of  accounts  between  Saunders  and  the  plaintiff, 
the  latter  placed  the  50/.  to  the  credit  of  his  general  ac- 
count, and  called  on  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  boxes  to 
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Exeh.  9f  pteoM,  him  pursuant  to  the  first  delivery  order;  and  brought  this 
^     action  for  their  non-delivery. 
Vebkon  On  this  evidence,  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant, 

Sbipton.  first,  that  no  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  was  proved; 
and  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the 
goods  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion ;  and  that  the 
defendant  was  therefore  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  both  is- 
sues. On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  for  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  evidence  of  the  subsequent  transfer  to  Har- 
greaves  was  not  admissible  on  either  of  the  issues.  The 
learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  admissible  under 
the  second  issue;  and,  under  his  direction,  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the  de- 
fendant on  the  second;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defen- 
'  dant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  general  issue,  and 
for  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  second 
plea  for  the  sum  of  65/.  13«. 

Erie  now  moved  accordingly  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  trans- 
fer to  Hargreaves,  by  the  plaintiff's  authority,  amounted 
nearly  to  the  same  thing  as  a  licence,  and  ought,  under 
the  new  rules,  to  have  been  specially  pleaded,  in  order  to 
entitle  the  defendant  to  give  evidence  of  it.  [Parke,  B. 
— If  Saunders  sold  to  Hargreaves  with  the  plaintiff's  con- 
currence, the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion;  he  had  at  that  time  parted  with  the  property  in 
the  goods,  by  agreeing  that  Saunders  should  transfer  them  as 
his  own  to  another  person].  The  spirit  of  the  new  rules  re- 
quires that  each  party  should  have  notice  in  express  terms 
what  defence  the  other  party  relies  on.  This  evidence 
did  not  establish  an  absolute  parting  with  the  property  by 
the  plaintiff,  but  only  an  authority  from  him  to  Saunders 
to  transfer  them  to  Hargreaves,  which  ought  to  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  a  special  plea. 

Lord  Abinger,  C  B. — The  plaintiff's  possession,  in 


iZ.  y,  Richards  also  mored,  pursuant  to  the  leave  re- 
senred,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  first 
issue.  The  goods  having  ceased  to  be  the  plaintiff's  at 
the  time  of  the  delivery  of  them  to  Hargreaves,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  defendant  by  that  delivery  converted  the 
plainiiff^s  property.  He  is  entitled ,  therefore,  even  on 
the  plea  of  not  guiltyi  to  a  verdict.  [Parie,  B. — 
That  plea  admits  the  property  of  the  plaintiffi  and 
denies  the  conversion  only.  It  has  been  held  that  a 
sale  by  a  partner  is  primd  fade  a  conversion  as  against 
the  other  partners,  and  that  his  interest  in  the  goods  as 
partner  must  be  pleaded].  But  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  launch  his  case  by  proving  some  property  in 
himaelf*  [Parke^  B. — Not  on  this  plea].  For  what  then 
is  he  to  recover?  It  is  necessary  to  know  what  goods  he 
claims  in  order  to  enable  the  jury  to  assess  the  damages. 
[Parte,  B. — The  defendant  may  obtain  a  particular^  if  he 
has  any  difficulty  in  knowing  what  goods  are  claimed]. 
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the  hands  of  the  wharfinger,  was  merely  constructive ;  ^^ck. «/  Pleas, 
when  the  goods  were  transferred  by  the  delivery  order, 
with  his  concurrence^  to  a  third  party^  that  constructive 
possession  was  at  an  end. 

Parkb,  B. — It  amounts  to  this ;  Saunders  says,  now  I 
have  found  a  customer  I  will  take  the  goods;  the  plaintiff 
accedes  to  that ;  then  they  became  Saunders's  property. 

Alderson,  B.— If  the  party  had  been  directed  to  take 
the  boxes  away  for  the  plaintiff's  use,  that  would  have 
been  a  licence,  which  must  have  been  pleaded  as  such ;  in 
tliat  case  there  would  be  no  change  of  the  possessory 
right;  here  there  is  an  actual  agreement  that  they  shall  be 
transferred  to  a  third  party. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  consider  the  case  without  re- 
ference  to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  as  if  it  were  be- 
fore a  Court  of  error  on  a  bill  of  exceptionsi  upon  the 
evidence  given  at  the  trial.  The  evidence  of  the  demand 
and  refusal  of  tin  plates  was  not  evidence  of  a  demand  and 
refusal  of  tin  plates  of  the  plaintiffs  and  therefore  no  proof 
of  a  conversion.  [Aldersony  B. — Your  objection  would 
apply  to  every  case  of  a  general  count].  Unless  the  pro- 
perty be  so  far  identified  as  it  would  he  in  detinue^  it  is 
impossible  to  say  what  property  is  to  be  recovered ;  and, 
if  so,  how  can  it  be  said  to  be  the  plainti£P's  property? 
[Aldersofif  B. — Suppose  the  plea  of  not  guilty  to  be  ex- 
panded into  what,  under  the  new  rules,  it  really  means, — 
**  I  admit  the  goods  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  but  deny 
that  I  converted  them  to  my  own  use,'* — has  not  the 
plaintiff  disproved  that  plea  ?]  The  diflSculty  still  re- 
mains, how  the  jury  are  to  assess  the  damages.  [Parke, 
B. — It  would  be  taken  for  granted  the  defendant  did  not 
dispute  the  property  in  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version; then  a  conversion  being  proved,  the  verdict 
would  be  for  the  value  of  the  goods  at  that  time].  The 
demand  and  refusal  were  not  under  the  circumstances  any 
evidence  of  a  conversion.  The  primd  facie  inference 
arising  from  them  is  removed  by  the  fact,  that  the  pre- 
vious  delivery  to  Hargreaves  was  by  the  express  direc- 
tion of  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  was  in  eHect  a  delivery 
to  his  agent. 

Parke,  B. — I  have  no  doubt  that  this  was  a  primd 
facie  conversion,  within  the  meaning  of  the  new  rules, 
which  required  to  be  confessed  and  avoided.  It  was  a 
delivery  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  to  a  third  person  to  be  his 
own  for  the  future.  If  the  defendant  sets  up  that  this 
was  a  delivery  by  the  authority  or  with  the  concurrence 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  must  be  specially  pleaded. 
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Alderson,  B. — ^Thia  was  the  case  of  an  actual  conver- 
sion. Now,  the  case  of  Stancliffe  v.  Hardwick  (a)  esta*' 
blished,  so  far  as  the  authority  of  this  Court  could  esta- 
blish it,  the  proposition,  that,  if  there  be  a  conversion  in 
fact,  any  defence  which  goes  to  shew  that  it  was  not  a 
wrongful  conversion  must  be  specially  pleaded.  The  case 
of  a  conversion  by  demand  and  refusal  only  is  still  open  to 
argument,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  plea  of  not  guilty.  Here 
there  was  an  actual  conversion;  if  that  was  by  the  plain- 
tiff's authority,  it  ought  to  be  so  pleaded. 


GuRNBY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


(a)2C.M.&R.  1. 


IS 

1836. 


Elliott  and  Others  v.  Martin. 

IJEBT  on  bond. — The  bond  was  set  out  on  oyer,  and  inantgreement 

recited  that  the  defendant,  by  a  contract  or  agreement  in  fendimt'con-  ^' 

writing,  bearing  even  date  therewith,  had  contracted  with  J^jj^^f** 

the  pliuntiffs,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  other  Guar-  union  to  supply 

'  bread  for  the 

iiae  of  the  poor, 
he  covenanted  to  aupply  at  a  certain  price  loavei  of  a  certain  weight,  and  the  guardians  agreed  to 
pay  for  erery  qnantity  of  the  loaves  supplied  according  to  the  contract,  of  which  a  Mil  of  particu- 
lars should  be  sent  with  the  articles  at  the  time  of  this  deliyery,  or  within  a  month  afterwards : 
provided,  that  if  the  articles  should  not  be  of  the  quality  contracted  for,  or  should  be  deficient  in 
weighty  or  should  be  delivered  without  a  bill  of  particulars,  the  guardians  should  be  at  liberty  to 
return  them,  and  purchase  others,  charging  the  defendant  with  the  expense  and  diffbrence  of 
price.  In  debt  on  bond  given  for  the  due  performance  of  this  contract,  the  breaches  assigned  were, 
first,  that  the  defendant  delivered  loaves  deficient  in  weight,  as  and  for  loav^  of  a  particular 
weight;  the  issue  on  which  was,  that  the  defendant  delivered  them  as  being  of  the  weight  stated: — 
seoondly,  that  he  did  not  deliver  a  bill  of  particulars  with  such  loaves,  whereupon  the  board  of 
goardians  returned  them,  and  purchased  a  fresh  supply  in  their  place,  and  thereby  incurred  ex- 
penses, which  the  defendant  did  not  make  good.  To  this  breach  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  the 
delivery  of  a  bill  with  the  loaves  had  been  dispensed  with  by  the  agent  of  the  board  duly  autho- 
rised, on  which  allegation  issue  was  taken.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  brought  a  quantity  of 
loaves  to  the  door  of  the  workhouse  in  a  cart,  and  the  relieving  officer  desired  to  weigh  such  of 
them  as  the  defendant  would  bring  out  for  that  purpose.  Some  of  the  loaves  were  accordingly 
taken  into  the  premises  and  weighed,  and  being  found  deficient  in  weight,  the  goardians  refosied 
to  receive  any  of  the  loaves,  and  they  were  replaced  in  the  cart,  and  all  taken  back  by  the  defen- 
dant : — Held,  that  this  was  a  sufildent  delivery  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  first  issue. 

Beld,  secondly,  that  the  latter  breach  was  well  assigned,  and  the  issue  thereon  (being  found 
for  the  plaintifls)  material;  the  guardians  having  by  the  contract  the  option  of  returning  the 
bread,  unless  a  bill  of  particulars  were  sent  with  it,  or  of  dispensing  with  that,  and  suing  the  de- 
fendant unless  be  sent  a  bill  within  a  month. 


H  CA8B8    llf   THE   BZCHEQUBIt, 

A**-  ^^'•w*  dians  of  the  Towcester  Union  Jn  the  county  of  Northamp- 
v..^^^^.!^  ton,  to  terre,  supply,  and  deliier  at  each  pariah  and  place 
Elliott  in  the  Towcester  district  of  the  said  Union,  from  the  date 
MAatiN.  of  such  contract  to  the  2Mh  day  of  March  next  ensuing, 
(determinable  nevertheless  as  in  the  said  contract  mention- 
ed),such  quantity  of  good  seconds  bread  and  good  seconds 
flour  as  should  be  required  for  the  use  of  the  poor  therein, 
of  such  quality,  at  such  times,  and  after  the  rate  and 
price,  and  subject  to  such  terms,  &c.,  as  in  the  said  con- 
tract were  particularly  mentioned.  The  condition  was 
then  stated  to  be,  that  the  defendant  should  perform, 
fulfil,  and  keep  all  and  every  the  covenants,  clauses,  terms, 
and  stipulations  in  the  said  contract  contained,  on  his  part 
to  be  performed,  &c.  The  plea  then  set  out  the  contract 
in  base  verba.  After  reciting  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law 
Commissioners  for  the  formation  of  the  Union,  the  elec- 
tion of  the  Board  of  Guardians,  their  advertisement  for 
the  supply  of  bread  and  flour,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
sent  in  a  tender  for  sufpplying  the  poor  of  the  Towcester 
district  of  the  Union,  which  was  approved  and  accepted, 
the  contract  contained  the  following  stipulations  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant: — That  lie  should  thenceforth,  until 
the  35th  day  of  March  next,  serve,  supply,  and  deliver,  or 
cause  to  be  delivered,  at  each  and  every  parish  and  place 
within  the  said  Towcester  district,  at  such  times  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  said  Board  of  Guardians,  or  any  per- 
siHi  or  persons  duly  authorized  by  them,  should  from  time 
to  time  direct,  such  quantities  of  good  seconds  bread  and 
good  seconds  flour  as  should  be  required  by  the  Board  for 
the  use  of  the  poor  therein,  at  and  after  the  rates  or  prices 
following,  viz.  ^^d.  per  full  quartern  loaf,  standard  weight, 
of  good  seconds,  and  U.  5d.  per  stone  of  14Ib8.  of  good 
seconds  wheaten  flour.  And  the  plaintiffs,  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  the  other  guardians,  did  thereby  agree, 
that  in  case  the  defendant  should  well  and  truly  serve, 
supply,  and  deliver  the  articles  aforesaid,  upon  the  terms 
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and  in  manner  aforeaaidy  according  to  his  said  agreement,  E*eh.  rf  Pi$a$, 
tbey,  or  the  Board  of  Guardians  for  the  time  heing»  vould 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant,  at  and  after  the 
rates  and  prices  aforesaid,  during  the  said  term,  for  every 
quantity  of  the  said  articles  so  to  be  ordered,  served,  &c., 
and  of  which  a  bUl  of  pariieulars  should  be  sent  with  such 
articles  ai  the  time  of  the  delivery  thereof  t  or  within  one 
calendar  month  from  such  delivery :  Provided  always,  and 
it  was  thereby  expressly  agreed,  that,  in  case  such  articles 
should  not  be  duly  served,  &c.,  by  the  defendant,  when 
and  as  required  by  the  Board,  or  by  such  person  as  should 
be  duly  authorized  by  them,  and  when  delivered  should 
not  m  every  respect  be  of  the  quality  and  sort  contracted 
for,  or  should  be  deficient  in  the  weight  stated  and  charged 
for  in  such  bUt  of  particulars  with  such  articles,  or  if  the 
same  should  be  delivered  without  such  bill  of  particulars, 
they  the  said  Board,  or  the  person  or  persons  so  authorized 
by  them,  should  be  at  liberty  to  return  the  same  at  the 
expense  of  the  defendant,  or  give  notice  for  the  same  to 
be  sent  for  and  fetched  away  by  him;  and  that,  in  every 
such  case,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Board,  &c.  to  pur- 
chase a  fresh  supply,  or  employ  any  other  person  or  per- 
sons to  serve  and  supply  the  said  district  with  bread  and 
flour  during  the  period  of  the  contract,  in  the  place  of  the 
defendant;  and  that  in  such  case  the  defendant  should 
bear  and  make  good  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of 
such  additional  supply,  over  and  above  the  prices  at  which 
the  same  were  contracted  to  be  supplied  and  delivered  by 
him,  &c  &c.     And  that,  notwithstanding  such  agreement 
for  making  good  the  articles  not  suppUed  and  delivered 
according  to  the  contract,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Board 
to  put  in  suit  the  bond  of  even  date  therewith  against  the 
defendant  and   his  sureties,   &c.     The  defendant  then 
pleaded  performance  generally* 

The  replication  assigned  the  following  breaches :  First, 
that,  after  the  making  of  the  contract,  and  while  the  same 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,  was  in  full  force  and  effect,  to  wit.  on  the  14tb  October, 
1836. 

1885,  the  defendant  was  required  and  directed  by  one 

S.  Daniel,  then  being  duly  authorized  in  that  behalf  by  the 
said  Board  of  Guardians,  to  supply  and  deliver  264  loaves 
of  good  seconds  bread  of  a  certain  weight,  to  wit,  each  of 
the  weight  of  41bs.,  at  Towcester,  on  the  15th  October; 
but  that  he  did  not  nor  would  supply  or  deliver  bread  of 
the  weight  aforesaid,  pursuant  to  such  direction,  but  deli- 
vered loaves  deficient  in  the  said  weight,  to  wit,  to  the 
amount  of  4  oz.  in  each  loaf.  Secondly,  that,  on  the  SSnd 
October,  1835,  the  defendant  supplied  and  delivered  at 
Towcester  divers,  to  wit,  500  other  loaves  of  bread,  which 
he  had  been  required  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  Board  to 
supply  and  deliver,  as  and  for  good  seconds  bread,  and  as 
being  of  a  certain  weight,  to  wit,  each  of  the  weight  of 
41b8.,  but  did  not  deliver  with  them  a  bill  of  particulars, 
whereupon  the  Board  returned  them,  and  purchased  a 
fresh  supply  in  their  place,  and  by  reason  thereof  incurred 
expenses  to  the  amount  of  8/.,  which  the  defendant,  though 
required,  did  not  bear  and  make  good.  The  third  breach 
was  for  a  second  delivery  of  loaves  under  weight  on  the 
SOth  October,  in  the  same  terms  as  the  first. 

The  defendant  rejoined  to  the  first  breach,  that,  when 
the  bread  therein  mentioned  was  supplied  and  delivered, 
the  contract  was  not  in  full  force  and  effect ;  to  the  second, 
that,  before  the  delivery  of  the  bread  therein  mentioned^ 
one  J.  B.  M.,  who  was  duly  authorized  by  the  defendant 
in  that  behalf,  was  ready  and  willing,  and  then  offered  to 
the  said  S.  D.  to  make  out  and  deliver  to  him  a  bill  of 
particulars  of  the  said  bread,  if  he  required  him  to  do  so ; 
but  that  the  said  S.D.  being  duly  authorized  by  the  Board 
in  that  behalf,  did  not  require  the  said  J.  B.  M.  to  make  out 
and  deliver  a  bill  of  particulars,  and  informed  him  that  he  did 
not  require  him  to  deliver  it  with  the  said  bread.  The  re- 
joinder to  the  third  breach  was,  that  he^  the  defendant, 
did  not  deliver  the  bread  therein  mentioned,  as  being  of 
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the  weight  of  41b8.  each  loaf.    The  surrejoinder  took  issue  ^*^^^'^* 
OD  the  rejoinder  to  the  first  and  third  breaches ;  and,  as 
to  the  second,  denied  that  S.  D.  informed  the  said  J.  B. 
M.  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  deliver  a  bill  of  parti- 
culars ;  on  which  also  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  BoUand^  B.,  at  the  last  Northamp- 
ton Assises,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant's  contract, 
though  dated  on  the  15th  October,  18S5,  was  not  signed 
by  him  until  the  SOth.  On  the  former  day  he  supplied  136 
loaves,  which  were  distributed  to  the  poor,  who  brought 
them  back,  complaining  of  their  quality.  They  Here 
thereupon  weighed,  and  found  to  be  deficient  in  weight 
to  an  average  amount  of  4  oe.  each  loaf.  The  defendant 
attended  a  meeting  of  the  Board  the  next  day,  and  ad- 
mitted the  deficiency,  but  said  it  was  owing  to  a  mistake 
of  his  foreman,  and  that,  if  they  ever  found  the  bread 
short  of  weight  again,  he  would  pay  any  fine  they  might 
levy  on  him.  On  the  22nd,  the  defendant's  son  brought 
about  300  loaves  in  a  cart  to  the  workhouse  door.  Daniel, 
the  relieving  officer,  offered  to  weigh  any  of  them  that  he 
would  bring  out  of  the  cart  to  be  weighed.  He  brought 
out  accordingly  a  number  of  4  lb.  loaves,  which,  on  being 
weighed  in  the  presence  of  some  of  the  guardians,  were 
all  found  deficient  in  weight,  the  deficiency  averaging 
about  S  ox.  each.  The  defendant's  son  offered  to  make  up 
the  deficiency  from  the  loaves  remaining  in  his  cart,  but  this 
the  guardians  refused,  and  also  refused  to  receive  any  of 
the  bread,  the  whole  of  which  was  accordingly  carried 
away  again  by  him.  No  bill  of  particulars  was  delivered 
with  any  of  the  bread ;  but  there  was  contradictory 
evidence  as  to  whether  Daniel  had  dispensed  with  the  de- 
livery of  it.  It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that,  as 
to  the  delivery  of  the  15th,  which  was  before  the  contract 
was  executedi  the  defendant  could  not  be  held  liable 
(which  was  conceded) ;  and  that  there  was  no  delitery  of 
any  bread  on  the  SSnd,  such  as  to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the 

VOL.  II.  c  M.  w. 
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^^m/''^  issue  joined  as  to  the  third  breach.    The  learned  Judge 
-  ruled  that  there  was  a  sufficient  delivery  on  the  SSndy  and 

Elliott      left  it  to  the  jury,  on  the  second  issue,  to  say  whether 
M41LTIM.      the  delivery  of  a  bill  of  particulars  was  or  was  not  dis- 
pensed with ;  and  the  jury  found  a  rerdict  for  the  plain- 
tiffs on  the  second  and  third  issues,  and  for  the  defendant 
on  the  first. 

Adams,  Serjt.,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  triali 
on  tlie  ground  of  misdirection,  and  also  for  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto  on  the  second  issuc-^^There  was  no 
delivery  on  the  second  occasion,  within  the  terms  of  thb 
issue.  It  is  clear  there  was  no  delivery  to  any  of  the  poor; 
and  thouglr  some  of  the  loaves  were  taken  from  the  cart, 
it  was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  being  weighed,  a  doubt 
having  been  suggested  as  to  their  weight  while  they  were 
yet  in  the  cart  They  were  never  out  of  the  control  of 
the  party  who  was  to  deliver.  [Gum^,  B. — If  they 
'  had  been  weight,  they  would  have  been  at  once  de- 
livered out  to  the  poor.  They  were  delivered  for  41b. 
loaves.  AldersoH,  B.--The  breach  is,  that  though  you 
did  deliver  certain  loaves  as  of  41b.  weight,  the  loaves 
you  delivered  were  short  of  that  weight.  Your  de- 
nial is,  not  that  you  delivered  them,  but  that  you 
delivered  them  as  of  41b.  weight.  Is  not  the  bringing 
them  to  the  door  as  41b.  loaves  a  delivery  as  of  that 
weight  ?3  It  is  no  delivery  at  all.  The  defendant's  agent 
himself  selects  the  loaves  to  be  sent  in  to  be  weighed. 
[Parke,  B. — I  am  very  much  disposed  to  think,  yrith  my 
brother  Alderson,  that  the  delivery  itself  is  not  in  issue, 
but  that  a  delivery  is  admitted ;  and  all  that  is  in  usue  is, 
whether  the  defendant  delivered  them  with  a  representa- 
tion of  them  as  being  of  full  weight.  Certainly  there 
was  a  sufficient  delivery  to  prove  the  issue.] 
Then,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the 
.     second  issue,  notwithstanding  the  verdict.    The  breach 
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does  not  allege  that  be  did  not  deliver  a  bill  of  particulars  s*^  «/  ^'»'> 
with  the  bread,  or  within  a  month  afterwards,  but  only 
that  he  did  not  deliver  it  at  the  time.  Then  the  plea 
aflbtna  that  the  delivery  of  it  at  the  time  was  dispensed 
with.  But,  under  the  contract,  it  was  suflScient  if  he  de- 
livered it  within  a  month  afterwards.  The  issue,  there- 
fore, found  for  the  plaintiff  was  an  immaterial  one. 

Parks,  B. — The  agreement  contains  a  distinct  clause, 
that  unless  a  bill  of  particulars  is  delivered  at  the  time, 
the  guardians  may  return  the  bread,  and  purchase  a  fresh 
supply.  The  mention  of  a  delivery  within  a  month  occurs 
only  in  the  clause  where  the  guardians  stipulate  to  pay. 
To  secure  a  supply  of  good  articles,  they  have  a  right,  un- 
less a  bill  be  sent  with  the  articles,  to  send  them  back 
and  order  others,  and  charge  the  defendant  with  the  ex- 
pense. If  they  do  not  insist  on  that,  then  he  cannot  in- 
sist on  payment  unless  he  sends  a  bill,  either  with  the 
articles,  or  within  a  month  afterwards.  They  may  sue 
him  for  not  delivering  it  within  a  month,  if  they  please,  or 
they  may  insbt  on  his  delivering  it  with  the  goods,  and  return 
them  if  be  does  not.  The  issue,  therefore,  was  material, 
and  the  breach  perfectly  well  assigned.  I  will  not  say 
whether  it  would  not  have  been  immaterial  if  found  for 
you,  because  there  could  be  no  dispensation  with  the 
contract  except  by  an  instrument  under  seal. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurrmg— 

Rule  refused. 


c2 


ZO  CASES   IN   THE    EXCHE<)UER, 

Eteh.  of  PUa$, 
ld36. 

^     '   ^  GOLDSHEDE  V.  CoTTRELL. 

To  a  deciara-  ASSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note  for  420/.,  dated 4th 
do«cV.Snst"  August,  1836,  made  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  his 
the  maker  of  a  q^,^  order,  at  two  months'  date,  and  indorsed  by  him  to 

promissory  note  " 

for  4202.,  the  the  plaintiff;  with  a  count  on  an  account  stated.     Plea  to 

pfeaded,  that,  ^^^  ^^^  count,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  promise  and 

darhe*^^c"  undertaking  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  after  the  note 

the  plaintiff;  therein  mentioned  was  mature  and  due  and  payable,  and 

and  the  plain-      ,     «  ■  /.    ■  .         .  i      r^^x  i 

tiff  received  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  SOth 
hZot^A^""  April,  1886,  the  defendant,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff, 
change fOT2io/.  g^ve  to  him,  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  then  received 
up  the  note,       from  the  defendant,  two  bills  cf  exchange  of  the  value  of 

and  iak  li^u 

thereof:  that  SIO/.  each,  io  take  up  the  said  note  in  the  first  count  men- 
the  defendant     ^j^ned,  for  4gO/.,  then  over  due,  and  in  lieu  thereof:  and 

was  a  party  to  '  '  '  •^ 

the  hills,  and      the  defendant  saith,  that  he  is  a  party  to  the  said  two 

liable  thereon  /»a,#v.  ■  i  i«   ti       i  ■         i   • 

to  the  plaintiff,  uotes  of  ISIO/.  eacD,  and  liable  thereon  to  pay  to  the  plain- 
were'nVt^uJ,  ^'^  ^^  ^^  Order  the  said  two  several  sums  of  210/.  on  each 
and  were  out-    ^f  i]^^  ^\j[  two  bills  then  delivered  by  the  defendant  to 

standing  in  the 

plaintiff's  the  plaintiff  to  take  up  the  said  note  of  420/.,  according  to 
defendant  gaye   the  tcuor  and  effect  of  the  said  two  bills  of  exchange,  &c. ; 

me^randum      *"^  ***   ^^^  *^*^  ^"^  ^**^^  ^^^  *'^'-  ^^^^  "'®  "®'  ^^^  ^"®* 

signed  by  the     and  are  outstanding  in  the  plaintiff's  hands.    Verification. 

plaintiff,  sUting   -m  i  « 

that  the  de-       Flea  to  the  second  count,  non  assumpsit. 

^▼enWm*?wo        Replication  to  the  first  plea,  that  the  defendant  did  not 

bills  for  210^      giyg  ^q  him  the  plaintiff  the  bills  of  exchange,  or  either  of 

each,  totakeup  ®  *^  .  i    i»        • 

the  note  for  them>  in  the  plea  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  therein  men- 

appeared^ that  tioned,  and  upon  the  terms  therein  alleged,  in  manner  and 

wMoyiJdue*^  form,  &c. ;  and  that  one  of  the  same  was  due  and  unpaid 

and  unpaid  at  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit :  on  which 

the  commence-    .  •    •       « 

ment  of  the        ISSUC  WaS  joined. 

action:— /feM, 

that  it  was  a 

question  for  the  jury  whether  the  bills  were  given  in  lieu  of  and  satisfaction  for  the  note,  or  only 

to  gain  time  for  payment;  if  the  former,  it  was  a  defence  to  the  action,  although  the  defendant 

did  not  prove  the  latter  allegation  of  the  plea ;  if  the  latter,  it  was  no  defence,  unless  he  proved 

that  both  tha  bills  were  outstanding  at  the  commencement  of  the  action. 
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At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.|  at  the  last  Etch,  rf  PUat, 
Surrey  Assizes,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  making  and  ^ 

indorsement  of  the  prombsory  note  stated  in  the  declara-  goldshbde 
tion,  the  defendant  gave  in  evidence  the  following  memo-  cottiibll. 
randum,  signed  by  the  plaintiff: — 

"April  20th,  1836. 

"  Charles  Herbert  Cottrell,  Esq.  [the  defendant]  lias 
given  me  two  bills  for  210/.  each,  to  take  up  a  bill  for  420/., 
overdue.  "  B.  Goldshedb." 

The  defendant  had  not,  however,  obtained  possession 
of  the  420/.  note. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  proved  also  that 
one  of  these  bills  was  overdue  and  unpaid  when  the 
action  was  commenced,  the  other  being  at  that  time  yet 
running.  It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  sue  upon  the  note  for  420/.  was  extin- 
guished by  the  giving  of  the  bills,  or  at  least  suspended 
until  both  of  them  had  arrived  at  maturity,  and  were  dis- 
honoured ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  he  was  entitled  to  reco- 
ver only  to  the  amount  of  the  210/.  bill  proved  to  be  over- 
due and  unpaid.  The  learned  Chief  Baron,  however,  was 
of  opinion,  that,  on  these  pleadings  and  facts,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  the  original 
note  and  interest,  and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff 
for  443/.  145.  6c/.,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  to  reduce  the  verdict  by  the 
sum  of  2 10/. 

Thesiger  now  moved  accordingly. — The  memorandum 
given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant  proved  the  allegation 
in  the  plea,  that  the  bills  were  given  to  take  up  the  note, 
and  in  lieu  of  it.  Then  the  fact,  that  one  of  the  notes 
was  overdue  and  unpaid  was  not  sufficient  to  remit  the 
plaintiff  to  his  original  ^contract,  and  entitle  him  to  sue 
on  the  420/L  note,  retaining  the  210/.  bill  which  was  still 
running.     He  ought  either  to  have  sued  on  the  210/.  bill 
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^'^iMsf^'  which  was  due,  or  to  have  abandoned  the  second  contract 
altogether,  returned  the  bill  which  was  still  running,  and 
then  he  might  have  been  entitled  to  sue  on  the  original 
contract.  ^Parke,  B. — ^What  is  the  meaning  of  taking  up 
a  bill?  Is  it  not  the  party's  coming  with  money  or  some 
other  security  in  his  hands,  and  taking  away  the  bill  in- 
stead of  it  ?]  The  substance  of  the  issue  is,  that  the  bills 
were  given  in  lieu  of  and  substitution  for  the  note.  [Parker 
B. — The  whole  turns  on  the  meaning  of  the  expression 
''  to  take  up ;"  if  they  were  given  in  lieu  of  the  note,  the 
original  contract  would  revive  when  they  were  dishonour- 
ed. Lord  AUnger,  C  B. — It  would  seem  from  your  state- 
ment, that  I  ought  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  with 
what  intention  the  bills  were  given.]  The  plaintiff  insisted, 
that,  as  soon  as  it  appeared  that  one  of  the  bills  was  over- 
due and  unpaid,  he  was  remitted  to  his  original  contract : 
it  is  submitted  that  that  is  not  the  proper  conclusion. 
[Alderson,  B. — ^If  you  can  satisfy  the  €ourt  that  the  me- 
morandum means  that  the  bills  were  given  tn  saiisfaction 
of  the  note,  then  it  is  a  sufficient  defence,  though  you  did 
not  prove  the  latter  part  of  your  plea.  Parke,  B. — On 
the  other  hand,  if  they  were  given  only  to  gfdn  time,  there 
is  no  answer  to  the  action,  because  you  ought  to  shew  that 
both  were  outstanding  when  the  action  was  brought.] 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — I  think  substantially  the  ver- 
dict was  right.  If  the  question  had  gone  to  the  jury,  I 
think  there  is  little  doubt  which  way  they  would  have 
found  it :  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  memo- 
randum meant  that  the  two  bills  were  given  absolutely  in 
substitution  for  the  note. 

Parkb,  B. — The  fact  of  the  defendant's  not  taking  back 
the  note,  raised  a  very  strong  inference  against  him.  If 
the  bills  were  given  in  substitution  for  it,  that  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury ;  but  the  defendant's  counsel  did  not  ask 
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that  it  should  be  left  to  the  jury,  and  I  think  there  C8Q  be  ^'^.^/'^ 
no  doabt,  if  it  had  been,  that  they  would  have  found 
againat  him.  If  the  memorandum  is  to  be  construed  the 
other  way,  it  reduces  the  defendant  to  the  latter  branch  of 
his  plea;  then  he  must  shew  that  both  the  bills  were  out- 
standing.    That  is  not  proved. 

Aldkbson,  B.,  and  Ooenbt,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Attorney-General  r.  Parsons. 

X  HIS  was  an  information  of  intrusion,  to  recover  posses-  in  •■>  informal 

sion  of  certain  en<Aroacbments  on  the  wastes  of  the  Crown  ttoof  the  Crown 

within  the  manor  of  Iscoed,  in  the  county  of  Radnor  (a),  t^'^t^miw 

The  AitameV'General,  in  Trinity  term,  prayed  that  the  »  »7  «x»^> 

Of  hftT8  ClM  ID* 

inquisition  might  be  taken  in  the  county  of  Hereford,  in-  qniation  taken 

stead  of  the  county  of  Radnor,  where  the  venue  was  laid,  ^ty  frm 

onanaflBdavit  stating  that  there  were  not  in  the  latter  ^t»«Uch 

^  the  Tenat  it 

county  for^-eight  persons  qualified  to  serve  as  special  Ud. 

jurors,  and  that  a  fair  trial  could  not  be  had  there.     He  the  Crown  to 

dted  lUx  V.  fVebb{b)  as  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  uht  te!^!^i 


King  may  choose  his  county,  and  may  waive  that  which  he  ^  i 
aeemed  to  have  elected  before.  [Parke,  B. — That  was  a  may  be  tried  in 
transitory  cause  of  action :  have  you  found  any  such  ^^intendon  ^ 
authority  in  the  case  of  an  ii^jury  to  realty  ?J  The  Attor-  *^f^"^"*^ 
ney-General  may  lay  the  venue  where  he  pleases,  and  it  fo«od  by  in- 

Quest  of  oJDce  s 

may  be  stated  in  this  form — "  In  the  county  of  Radnor,  to  the  only  dftct 
wit,  in  the  county  of  Hereford."  Sl?1,Ti" 

beingt  to  throw 
the  onnt  of  profing  title  in  the  fint  inaUnce,  in  such  cue,  on  the  Crown. 
SimMe^  that,  In  an  infimnation  at  the  goitof  the  Attorney- general,  a  tales  may  be  prayed  for  the 
Crown  without  his  warrant,  though  he  be  not  present;  but  not  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  See  Doe  d.  Wmtt  v.  Morrii,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  189. 
(6)  Ventr.  17- 
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^^\^^^'  Parke,  B. — No  doubt  the  Crown  has  such  a  prerogative 
in  all  transitory  matters ;  my  doubt  is,  whether  the  same 
power  extends  to  suits  relating  to  real  estate.  If  you  can* 
not  find  any  such  precedent,  you  had  better  take  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  only. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  Attorney-General  cited  Man- 
ning's Eich.  Prac.  197,  where  it  is  stated  that  the  King, 
in  an  information  of  intrusion,  may  lay  the  venue  in  any 
county,  without  regard  to  the  local  situation  of  the  pre- 
mises (a).  1  he  present  application,  however,  was  not  to 
change  the  venue,  but  to  have  the  inquisition  taken  in  the 
county  of  Hereford  ;  and  he  had  not  found  any  instance 
of  an  information  of  intrusion  being  tried  in  any  other 
county  than  that  in  which  the  lands  lay. 

The  Court  (A)  held,  that  the  Crown  was  entitled,  as  of 
right,  to  lay  the  venue  in  any  county,  or  to  change  it  when' 
laid  in  a  particular  county,  or  to  have  the  inquisition  taken 
in  any  other  county.     The  prayer  was  therefore  granted. 

The  information  was  tried  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  (be 
Hereford  Summer  Assizes,  when  the  title  of  the  Crown  to 
the  manor  of  Iscoed  was  clearly  made  out ;  it  having  been 
formerly  part  of  the  possessions  of  Edmund  Mortimer, 
Earl  of  March,  from  whom  it  descended  to  Edward,  Duke 
of  York,  father  of  King  Edward  IV.,  and  through  him  to 
the  Crown.  It  was  objected,  however ^  for  the  defendant, 
that  by  the  express  terms  of  the  stat.  21  Jac.  1 ,  c.  14,  s.  4  (c), 
the  title  of  the  Crown  could  not  l)e  determined  in  the  in- 

(a)  Lffster  v.  Edwardif  Savile,  nader  which  the  King  claimeth, 

12.  hath  been  or  shall  be  out  of  po6- 

(6)  Lord  AHnger,  G.  B.,  Boi-  Bession  by  the  space  of  twenty 

land,  B.,  and  Aldenon,  B.  years,  or  hath  not  or  shall  not  have 

(c)  Wliich  enacts,  *'  that,  when-  taken  the  profits  of  any  lands,  te- 

soever  the  King,  his  heirs  or  sue-  nements,  or  hereditaments,  witlun 

oessors,  and  such  from  or  under  the  space  of  twenty  years  before 

whom  the  King  claimeth,  and  all  any    information    of    intmsion 

others  claiming  under  the  same  title  brought  or  to  be  brought  to  reco- 
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fonnation  of  intrusion,  (the  encroachments  in  question  Etck^ofPUatf 
having  been  made  above  twenty  years),  but  ought  to  have 
been  first  found  by  inquest  of  oflBce,  after  which  the 
Crown  would  be  entitled  to  recover  possession  by  the  in- 
formation. The  learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection, 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cmrwood  now  moved,  by  leave  of  the  learned  Judge,  for 
a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  or  for  a  new 
trbl,  and  renewed  the  same  objection*  The  statute 
enables  the  defendant,  where  the  King  has  been  out  of 
possession  for  twenty  years,  to  retain  the  possession  until 
the  title  shall  be  tried,  found,  and  adjudged  for  the  King. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — That  is,  whereas  at  common  law 
the  defendant  was  put  to  shew  his  title  on  the  record,  the 
statute  says  he  may  in  such  case  throw  the  onus  proband! 
on  the  Crown.]  The  title  cannot  be  tried  in  the  informa- 
tion  of  intrusion  itself,  hut  ought  to  be  first  found  in  the 
regular  way  by  inquest  of  office.  The  Crown  is  placed  by 
the  statute  in  the  same  situation  as  it  would  have  been  in 
at  common  law,  having  never  been  in  possession.  The 
information  of  intrusion  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of 
ejectment,  and  also  of  trespass  for  damages: — here,  how- 
ever»  nothing  was  sought  to  be  recovered  but  the  posses- 
sion. When  therefore  the  statute  says  that  the  title  is  to 
be  first  found,  it  must  mean  that  it  is  to  be  first  found  as 
at  common  law.  [Alderson^^. — The  word  "first,''  on 
which  your  whole  argument  seems  to  rest,  is  not  in  the 
sUtute.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  means  only  that  the  onus  is 

vcr  the  same;  iD  every  sach  case  or  defendants  shall  retun  the  pos- 

the  defendant  or  defendants  may  session  he  or  they  had  at  the  time 

plead  the  general  issoe,  if  he  or  of  such  information  exhibited,  un- 

they  so  think  fit,  and  shall  not  be  til  the  title  be  tried,  found,  and 

pressed  to  plead  specially ;  and  adjudged  for  the  King.** 
that  in  such  cases  the  defendant 
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SMck.  ^  Pkat,  thrown  on  the  Crown  ta  prove  ils  title  in  the  first  instance. 
1836. 

The  defendant  shall  not  be  bound  to  plead  his  title  spe- 
cially where  he  has  had  twenty  years'  possession  without 
disturbance ;  in  that  case  the  Crown  stands  in  the  situation 
of  a  subject. 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^Where  the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty, 
or  non  intrusiti  though  the  Crpwn  proves  the  intrusion,  he 
is  entitled  to  hold  the  possession  until  the  Crown  also 
proves  title  (a). 

Curufood  then  objected,  that  a  tales  had  been  prayed 
for  the  Crown  on  the  trial,  without  the  Attorney-General's 
warrant,  he  not  being  present. 

Lord  Abinoeb,  C.  B. — In  the  ordinary  case,  where  the 
Attorney-Oenerars  warrant  is  necessary,  it  is  where  the 
King  is  a  party ;  here  the  Attorney-General  himself  is  a 
party  to  the  record,  and  appears  by  his  counsel.  I  am 
much  disposed  to  think  that  the  Attorney-General  alone 
could  make  the  objection.  You  could  not  pray  a  tales 
without  a  warrant. 

It  being  suggested,  however,  that  a  warrant  was  actually 
annexed  to  the  record,  inquiry  was  made  at  the  King's  Re- 
membrancer's office,  when  that  was  found  to  be  the  case. 

Rule  refused, 
(a)  See  Msiumig*s  Practice,  19& 


Dawson  t^.  Macdonald. 
In  an  action  on    AcTION  bv  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill 

a  bill  of  ex-  ^  «,,        ,-i..i  jj* 

change  by  in-     of  exchange.    The  defendant  obtamed  an  order  for  an 

donee  against 

acoeptoTi  the 

defendant,  having  obtained  an  intpectien  of  the  biU,  pleaded  pleu  denying  the  acceptance,  the 

drawing,  and  the  indonsment,  and  also  a  plea  founded  on  the  8  ft  4  WilL  4,  c.  97,  s.  17,  that 

the  bill  was  written  on  paper  improperly  stamped  with  an  old  die.    The  Court  struck  oat  the 

last  plea. 
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inspection  of  the  bill,  on  an  affidavit  that  he  believed  the  *'**-,^^''"' 
acceptance  to  be  a  forgery  of  his  handwriting.     The  bill     v     ^     >^ 
having   been    accordingly  inspected  by  the  defendant's       Dawson 
attorney,  the  defendant  then  obtained  an  order  to  plead    Macdonalik 
several  matters;  and  pleaded,  first,  that  he  did  not  accept 
the  bill  in   the    declaration   mentioned;    secondly    and 
thirdly,  pleas  denying  also  the  drawing  and  indorsement ; 
and,  fourthly,  a  special  plea  raising  the  defence  that  the 
bill  was  written  on  paper  stamped  with  an  old  die,  in  con- 
travention of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  97,  s.  17. 

Humfrey  obtained  a  rule  to  strike  out  the  fourth  plea, 
on  the  ground  that  the  matter  thereby  pleaded  might  be 
given  in  evidence  under  any  of  the  other  pleas,  or  at  all 
events  under  the  plea  of  non*aeceptance. 

R.  V,  Biehards  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that  this  dif- 
fered from  the  cases  where  questions  arose  on  the  general 
stamp  act,  and  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  the  op- 
portunity of  putting  this  specific  defence  on  the  record. 

Parkb,  B. — ^The  only  consequence  of  the  wrong 
stamping  is,  that  the  instrument  cannot  be  given  in  evi* 
dence.  Allowing  such  pleas  as  this  only  raises  doubts  at 
the  bar  where  none  really  exist  There  can  be  no  ques- 
tion that  this  defence  is  admissible  under  the  plea  of  non- 
acceptance. 

Rule  absolute. 
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,  ExcJL  of  Pleat, 
1836. 


A  plaintiff  is 
liable  to  costs 
under  the  Mid- 
dlesex Court  of 
Requests  Act, 
33  Geo.  2,  c. 
33,  s.  17,  where 
he  recovers  less 
than  40«., 
though  his  claim 
was  reduced 
below  that  sum 
by  the  sta- 
tute of  limita- 
tions being 
pleaded. 

But  where 
the  declaration 
was  in  debt  for 
work  and  la- 
bour, and  it  ap» 
peared  that  the 
work  and  labour 
consisted  of  the 
levying  of  an 
execution  by 
the  plaintiff,  as 
a  broker,  on  the 
goods  of  a  party 
resident  in  Sur- 
rey:— Held, 
that  this  was  not 
cognisable  by 
the  Court  of 
Requests, 
though  the  de- 
fendant resided 
in  Middlesex. 


Bailey,   Assignee  of  Callis,  an  InsoWent  Debtor,  v. 
Chitty. 

JL  HIS  was  an  action  of  debt  for  goods  sold  and  deli- 
vered, and  work  and  labour  done,  by  the  insolYent;  and 
on  an  account  stated  between  the  insolvent  and  the  de- 
fendant. The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  nunquam  indebi- 
tatus; secondly,  the  statute  of  limitations;  and  thirdly,  a 
set-off*  At  the  trial,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  last 
term,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  chest 
of  drawers  for  SL  by  the  insolvent  to  the  defendant;  and 
also  work  done  by  the  insolvent  as  a  broker,  in  levying  a 
distress  on  the  goods  of  a  tenant  of  the  defendant,  at  his 
residence  at  Richmond,  in  Surrey.  The  defendant  pro- 
duced a  bill  of  parcels  furnished  by  the  plaintiff,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  chest 
of  drawers  took  place  in  the  year  1829;  and  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict  only  for  1/.  195.  9d.  debt  (the  amount  of 
the  claim  for  the  levy),  and  Is.  damages.  The  defendant 
was  resident  in  Middlesex. 

Piatt  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  sugges- 
tion should  not  be  entered  on  the  roll,  in  order  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  costs,  under  the  Middlesex  Court  of 
Requests  Act,  S3  Geo.  2,  c.  33. 

Millar  shewed  cause. — ^There  are  three  answers  to  this 
application.  First,  the  debt  due  was,  in  truth,  above 
AOs.j  although,  in  consequence  of  the  plea  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  being  pleaded,  it  has  been  cut  down  on  the 
trial  to  a  smaller  sum.  It  is  not  a  case,  therefore,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  could  have  brought  his  action  in  the 
inferior  Court.  It  falls  within  the  principle  of  the  cases 
in  which  the  act  has  been  held  not  to  apply  to  the  case  of 
a  claim  reduced  by  a  plea  of  set-off.     Jenkinson  v.  Mor^ 
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ion  (a).     The  whole  debt  was  in  eiistence  at  the  time  Etek,  ofPUas, 

1836. 
when  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action.     iParke,  B. — ^No, 

it  was  not  then  in  existence,  if  th^  statute  was  then  in 
operation.  In  the  case  oF  set-off,  the  debt  is  due  and 
payable,  and  the  plaintiff  might  recover  it,  down  to  the 
last  moment  before  the  commencement  of  the  action].  In 
Horn  V.  Hughes  (6),  Lord  EUenborough  said,  "  It  is  un- 
necessary to  say  what  we  might  have  thought,  if  it  had 
appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  reasonable  ground  for 
bringing  his  action,  but  that  from  the  absence  of  a  witness, 
or  other  cause  without  his  default,  he  had  failed  in  proving 
his  whole  demand."  And  in  Harsant  v.  Larkin  (c),  DfU-- 
laSf  C.  J.,  says,  **  With  a  view  to  the  decision  on  a  mo- 
tion like  the  present,  it  must  be  always  a  question  whether 
or  not  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable  and  probable  cause  to 
litigate  such  a  demand."  And  Bufyough,  J.,  adds,  **  In 
all  these  cases  much  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  upon  the  facts  as  they  appear  in  evidence.  The 
intention  of  the  legislature  was,  that  the  suggestion  as  to 
costs  should  be  applied  to  cases  where  there  was  a  clear 
demand  for  less  than  40^.*'  Now  here  the  plaintiff  cer- 
tainly had  reasonable  cause  for  bringing  the  action;  he 
sues  as  an  assignee,  whose  duty  it  is  to  collect  all  the 
debts  due  to  the  estate,  and  the  insolvent  had  sworn  to  a 
debt  of  above  40s.  It  was  not  until  after  action  brought  that 
be  could  know  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  be  set 
up  as  a  defence.  [^Parke,  B. — You  might  apply  the  same 
reasoning  to  almost  every  other  defence,  because  now 
almost  every  defence  must  be  pleaded.  The  cases  you 
refer  to  were  not  decided  on  the  same  words:  the  words 
of  this  act  are  peremptory].  They  are  quite  as  imperative 
if  applied  to  the  case  of  set-off.  \^Alderson^  B. — Suppose 
the  pleas  of  non-assumpsit  and  set-off  pleaded  together; 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  aOO.  {h)  8  East,  347. 

(c)  3Brod.&BiDg.257. 
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tf  PkM,  the  jury,  on  the  first  issue,  would  find  damages  to  the 
whole  amount.  The  very  circumstance  of  pleading  a  set- 
off admits  a  debt  to  a  further  amount].  The  statute  of 
limitations  does  not  extinguish  the  debt,  but  only  the  ff- 
mec/y.  Jenkinson  v.  Morion  shews  that  the  first  section 
of  the  act  is  to  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  seventeenth : 
but  from  the  first  section  it  appears  that  the  act  is  to 
apply  only  where  the  demand  is  above  AOs.  [^AUersam, 
B. — That  means,  not  what  the  plaintiff  may  choose  to  de- 
mand, but  what  he  has  a  right  to;  but  he  has  no  right  to 
demand  what  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  be- 
cause he  cannot  recover  it]. 

Secondly,  the  whole  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which 
the  plaintiff  recovered  arose  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and 
therefore  was  not  cognizable  by  the  Middlesex  Court  of 
Requests,  whose  jurisdiction  is  expressly  limited,  by  s.4,  to 
the  same  causes  of  action  of  which  the  old  county  Court 
had  cognizance,  which  were  only  those  arising  within  the 
county.  Tidd.  Pr.  516  (9th  ed.);  fVelchv.  Froyie{d); 
Tubb  V.  Woodward  (i);  SmUh  v.  &  Kelly  {c)\  Harwood 
V.  Lester  {d). 

Thirdly,  the  plaintiff  did,  in  fact,  recover  more  than 
40$.  The  amount  received  is  made  up  of  the  debt  and 
damages,  which  together  are  above  that  sum.  It  is  like 
the  case  of  a  recovery  of  principal  and  interest.  lAUer- 
son^  B. — If  you  construe  the  act  literally,  you  are  out  of 
Court,  for  your  damages  are  only  a  shilling;  if  you  are  to 
take  its  spirit,  you  are  out  of  Court  also,  because  what 
you  have  actually  obtained  is  only  1/.  I9s.  9d.  You  can- 
not have  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit.  Parie,  B. — If 
the  jury  find  an  amount  for  which  you  ought  to  have  sued 
in  the  county  Court,  you  must  pay  costs]. 

Plaii,  conird,  was  desired  by  the  Court  to  confine  him- 


(fl)  2  H.  Bl.  29.  (c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  75. 

(6)  6  T.  R.  175.  (<0  3  Bos.  &  P.  617. 
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self  to  the  second  point  The  ground  of  the  action  is  the  E»ek.tfPkai, 
eantraei,  and  the  breach  of  it;  it  matters  not  where  the 
work  was  actually  done.  The  foundation  of  the  action  is, 
that  in  consideration  of  the  work  and  labour  having  been 
done,  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  for  it;  and  the  de- 
claration alleges  that  he  was  liable  to  be  summoned  to  the 
county  Court.  IParke,  B.— That  is,  as  fiir  as  his  per- 
tonal  residence  is  concerned;  but  he  must  be  liable  to  be 
summoned/or  tkU  debt]. 


Parke,  B. — This  is  an  indebUoHu  count  for  work  done; 
then  the  doing  of  that  work  was  the  cause  of  action,  which 
therefore  arose  in  Surrey.  It  is  clear  the  action  cannot 
be  brought  in  the  county  Court,  unless  both  the  defen- 
dant resides,  and  the  cause  of  action  arises,  within  the 
county. 


The  other  Barons  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Elsworth  v.  Cole. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  and  commission,  for  Tim«  btrgaiiu 
money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated. — ^The  defendant  |!J/j2j^Siif 
pleaded  a  plea,  setting  forth  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  Ij^!!^*^^^ 
out  of  time  bargains  in  stock,  in  similar  terms  to  that  jobUng  Act,  7 


At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
sittings  after  Trinity  term,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  differences  on  transac- 
tions in  the  foreign  funds,  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  a  stock- 
broker, for  the  defendant.  It  was  objected  for  the  defen- 
dant, that  such  transactions  were  illegal,  and  the  plaintiff 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  €.  732;  2  Scott,  194. 
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The  objection  was 


Bweh.  of  PUat,  was  therefore  not  entitled  to  recover. 
1836. 

overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 


Sir  fV.  Follett  now  moved  for  a  new  trial. — The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  undoubtedly  decided,  in  Wells  v. 
Porter  {a\  and  Oakley  v.  Rigby,\hdX  time  bargains  in 
foreign  stock  are  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Stock- 
jobbing Act,  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  nor  illegal  at  common  law  (A). 
The  question  is,  whether  this  Court  is  disposed  to  uphold 
those  decisions. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — We  do  not  consider  them  un- 
satisfactory on  either  point. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  722  j  2  Scott,  M.  386 ;  Lorymer  v.  Smith,  1  B.  & 
141.  Cr.3. 

(fi)  See  Bryan  v.  Lewiij   R  & 


Harries  v.  Thomas. 

A  client  nied  ^  XHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  from  the 
negUgence^and'  defendant,  an  attorney,  a  compensation  for  his  negligence 

bad  advice,  and 
also  for  money 

had  and  received  to  hit  use.  To  the  counts  for  negligence,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  statute  of 
limitations;  to  the  money  counts  a  set-off  for  bills  of  costs.  At  the  trial,  the  Judge  having  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  that  the  sutute  of  limiutions  was  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  recovering  on  the 
counts  for  negligence,  at  his  suggestion  the  pecuniary  accounts  between  the  parties  were  referred 
to  a  barrister,  and  a  juror  was  withdrawn.  By  the  order  of  reference,  the  arbitrator  was  to  settle 
all  matters  in  diflerenoe  between  the  parties  touching  the  defendant's  bills  of  cosu,  and  all  the 
plaintiff^s  demand  on  the  defendant,  with  power  to  have  the  defendant's  bills  taied;  and  to  ascer- 
tain the  balance  between  the  parties,  and  direct  by  and  to  whom,  and  when,  the  same  should  be 
paid;  but  no  question  ofUdbiUty  was  to  be  raited.  The  arbitrator  directed  the  defendant's  bills 
to  be  sent  for  taxation,  and  in  the  meantime  the  plaintiff  discovered  that  the  defendant  was  not 
admitted  in  the  Courts  at  Westminster  (but  only  in  the  Court  of  Great  Sesuon  in  Wales)  where 
a  considerable  part  of  the  business  was  done,  and  he  raised  that  objection  before  the  arbitrator. 
The  arbitrator,  by  his  award,  after  stating  that  he  had  heard,  examined,  and  considered  the 
proofs,  &C.,  of  the  parties,  and  had  admitted  and  considered  the  evidence  tendered  to  shew  the 
severai  times  when  the  defendant  was  admitted  in  the  superior  Courts,  awarded  that  the  balance 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  was  170/.  and  a  finsction,  and  directed  the  defendant  to 
pay  that  sum  to  the  plaintiff.  On  motion  to  set  aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbi- 
trator had  exceeded  his  authority  in  making  any  deductions  in  respect  of  the  defendant's 
non-admission  in  the  superior  Courts,  there  were  conflicting  aiBdavits  as  to  whether  the  iiability 
in  this  respect  was  in  the  contemplatiou  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  submission.  The  Court, 
however,  set  aside  the  award;  and  on  a  subsequent  motion,  stayed  the  proceedings  in  the  eause, 
on  the  ground  that  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror,  under  the  circumstances,  finally  determined  the 
action. 
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and  bad  advice  in  the  conduct  of  certain  mortgage  trans-  isxc*.  of  pieat, 
actiona  aa  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  certain  '  ^ 

soma  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  received  by  him  aa  Harries 
the  attorney  and  on  account  of  the  plaintiff.  The  decla-  tbomas. 
ration  contained  five  special  counts,  four  of  them  being  for 
the  alleged  negligence  and  bad  advice,  and  the  fifth  for  a 
breach  of  promise  to  return  deeds,  and  the  usual  money  • 
counts.  To  the  special  counts,  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue;  to  the  four  first  counts,  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tationa ;  to  the  fifth  count,  a  lien  on  the  deeds ;  and  to  the 
money  counts,  a  set-off  for  bills  of  costs.  The  cause  came 
on  for  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  Carmarthenshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1834,  when  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence, 
under  the  special  counts,  of  three  defective  mortgages 
granted  to  him,  under  the  defendant's  advice,  in  the  years 
1821,  1824,  and  1826,  (all  being  more  than  six  years  be-  ' 
fore  the  commencement  of  the  action),  and  also  that  the 
defendant  had  advised  the  plaintiff  to  execute  the  mort- 
gage bond  mentioned  in  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Brown  (a), 
and  <^ered  evidence  also  of  losses  sustained  by  the  plain* 
tiff  within  six  years  before  the  commencement,  of  the 
action,  in  consequence  of  the  professional  negligence 
ascribed  to  the  defendant.  The  learned  Judge,  however, 
held  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  began  to  run  at  the 
respective  dates  of  the  original  transactions,  and  therefore 
that  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  from  recovering  on  the 
special  counts ;  and  at  the  suggestion  of  the  Court,  the 
other  matters  of  account  between  the  parties  were  referred 
to  an  arbitrator,  and  a  juror  was  thereupon  withdrawn. 
The  order  of  reference  stated,  that  the  arbitrator  was 
to  settle. all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties 
touching  the  defendant's  bills  of  costs,  and  all  the  plaintiff's 
demand  on  the  defendant,  with  power  to  have  the  defen- 
dant's bills  taxed ;  and  to  ascertain  the  balance  between  the 

(«)  3Y.&J.  423;  ICr.&J.SO?. 

VOL.  II.  D  M.  W. 
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Sstek.  rf  Piemt,  paitieSi  and  to  direct  by  and  to  whom  and  when  the  same 
should  be  paid ;  but  no  question  of  liabUiijf  was  to  be 
raised.  The  arbitrator,  on  the  first  meeting  of  the  par- 
ties before  him,  directed  the  defendant's  bills  to  be  taxed 
by  the  Master.  Before  the  taxation,  it  was  discovered 
that  the  defendant,  who  had  originally  been  admitted  an 
attorney  and  soHcitor  of  the  Court  of  Great  Sessions  in 
Wales  only,  was  not  admitted  in  any  of  the  Courts  at 
Westminster  until  after  a  considerable  part  of  tiie  busi- 
ness charged  for  in  those  bills  was  done.  It  was  there- 
upon contended  before  the  Master,  on  taxation,  that  the 
charges  previous  to  the  defendant's  admission  ought  to  be 
struck  out;  but  the  Master,  considering  this  to  be  the 
province  of  the  arbitrator,  and  that  he  had  to  decide  only 
on  the  reasonableness  of  the  charges,  did  not  make  any 
deductions,  although  he  stated  in  the  margin  of  the  bill 
his  opinion  that  those  charges  ought  not  to  be  admitted. 
The  arbitrator,  by  his  award,  after  stating  that  he  had 
had  the  defendant's  bills  taxed,  and  had  heard,  examined, 
and  duly  considered  the  allegations,  vouchers,  proofs,  and 
witnesses  of  the  parties  respectively,  and  had  admitted 
and  duly  considered  the  evidence  tendered  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  several  days 
and  times  on  which  the  defendant  was  admitted  a  solicitor 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  an  attorney  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  had  ascertained  the  balance  between  the 
parties ;  awarded  that  the  balance  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  was  170/.  I2s.  6^d.,  and  directed  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  that  sum  to  the  plaintiff  within  six  weeks. 
He  directed  also  that  the  defendant  should  on  demand 
deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff  the  papers,  deeds,  &c.,  belong- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  in  his  possession. 

In  last  Easter  Term,  John  Evans  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  setting  aside  the  award,  on  affidavits  shewing  that  the 
state  of  the  account  proved  before  the  arbitrator  was  such 


MICHAELMAS   TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  35 

that  he  could  not  have  found  the  balance  awarded  to  be  ^BmA.  0/  PUtu, 

1836. 
doe  from  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  had  deducted  the  charges 

in  the  defendant's  bills  of  costs  previous  to  his  admission 
in  the  inferior  Courts ;  and  that  in  so  doing  he  had  ex- 
ceeded his  authority  y  inasmuch  as  by  the  submission  it 
was  expressly  provided  that  no  question  of  liability  should 
be  raised,  which  stipulation  was  intended  by  the  parties 
to  apply  to  this  particular  liability  of  the  defendant.  In 
the  same  term, 

E.  V*  Williams  shewed  cause,  on  affidavits  stating  that- 
the  term,  "  no  question  of  liability  to  be  raised,*'  was  in- 
troduced into  the  submission  only  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
cluding any  question  before  the  arbitrator  as  to  the  defen- 
dant's liability  on  the  special  counts  for  negligence.  He 
contended,  however,  that  the  award  was  conclusive; 
SymesY.  OaodfeU&w{a);  that  nothing  appeared  on  the 
fsce  of  the  award  to  shew  that  the  arbitrator  had 
acted  on  the  evidence  as  to  the  time  of  the  defendant's 
admission  in  the  Courts  at  Westminster;  and  that  the 
Court  could  not  look  at  any  other  document  than  the 
award  itself,  to  shew  on  what  grounds  he  acted.  Wil- 
liams  ▼.  Jones  (6). 

EvanSt  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  the  accounts 
banded  in  to  the  arbitrator,  to  shew  that  the  balance 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff  must  necessarily  have  been  found 
by  excluding  the  charges  in  question,  and  insisted  that  the 
arbitrator  had  no  authority  to  exclude  them;  and 

The  Court  directed  that  the  rule  should  be  absolute, 
unless  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  go  before  the  arbitrator 
again,  for  him  to  ascertain  the  balance  on  the  whole  of 
the  accounts. 

(«)  2  BiDg.  N.  C.  532  ;  I  Scott,  769.       (6)  6  Man.  &  R.  3. 
J}2 
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Etek.  of  PUat,  The  plaintiflT  not  agreeing  to  this,  John  Evans^  in  the 
early  part  of  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  all 
further  proceedings  in  the  action,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  determined,  under  the  circumstances,  by  the  with- 
drawal of  a  juror,  and  referred  to  Moscaii  v.  Lawsan{d). 

Maule  and  E.  V.  Williams  now  shewed  cause. — ^It  was 
no  part  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties  that  the 
withdrawal  of  a  juror  should  put  an  end  to  the  suit  at  all 
events,  but  only  in  case  the  arbitrator  should  come  to  an 
.effectual  award.  But  the  award  having  been  'set  aside, 
and  the  reference  having,  therefore,  altogether  become 
abortive,  the  consideration  for  the  plaintiff's  agreement 
has  failed,  and  he  is  entitled  to  proceed  with  the  action. 
Moscati  V.  Lawson  does  npt  apply ;  there  it  was  clearly 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  put  a  final  end  to  the  litiga- 
tion between  them.  If  the  plaintiff  is  to  derive  no  benefit 
from  the 'award,  there  is  no  reason  why  his  proceedings 
should  be  stayed.  There  can  be  no  ground  for  saying, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror  is  neces- 
sarily a  bar  of  further  proceedings  in  the  action.  Sander' 
son  V.  Nestor  (Jb)^  Everett  v.  YoueUs{c).  This  action, 
then,  can  be  supported  only  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  good  faith,  by 
raising  the  objection  before  the  arbitrator  that  the  defen- 
dant could  not  recover  for  the  charges  in  question ;  and 
to  warrant  the  extraordinary  interposition  of  the  power  of 
the  Court  in  staying  the  proceedings,  that  breach  of  faith 
must  be  clearly  and  unequivocally  made  out.  [They  then 
argued,  on  the  conflicting  statements  in  the  affidavits,  that 
there  was  no  intention  at  the  time  of  the  submission  to 
exclude  that  objection.]  The  award,  being  set  aside,  has 
become  an  entire  blank,  and  no  data  can  be  assumed  from 
it  to  lead  to  a  conclusion  one  way  or  the  other. 

(a)  1  Harr.  &  Wool.  572.    (6)  Ry.  &  M.  402.    (c)  3  B:  &  Ad.  349. 
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EvanSf  contri. — This  was  not  a  reference  by  order  of  E^ch,  of  PUas, 
Nisi  Prius  in  the  ordinary  way,  of  the  cause  and  all  mat-  ^ 

ters  in  difference,  but  a  juror  was  first  withdrawn,  which  Harries 
could  only  be  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  cause  as  Thomas. 
a  cause,  and  then  the  parties  agreed  to  go  before  an  arbi- 
trator,  who  should  look  into  the  pecuniary  accounts  in 
dispute  between  them,  and  strike  a  fair  balance ;  it  was  a 
mere  question  of  quantum  that  was  submitted  to  his 
decision.  Moscaii  v.  Lawtan  is  directly  applicable.  [Lord 
jfbinger,  C.  B. — That  case  would  amount  to  an  authority 
that  the  plaintiff*  ought  to  be  precluded  from  bringing  a  , 
fresh  action.  The  difficulty  is,  that  it  /ippears  here  that 
something  remained  to  be  settled  which  was  not  settled  by 
the  withdrawal  of  the  juror,  vis.  the  settlement  of  the 
pecuniary  balance.  Parte,  B. — You  must  apply  that  case 
sub  modo,  and  say  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
here  to  put  an  end  to  this  action,  leaving  the  plaintiff"  a 
distinct  pecuniary  claim  for  money  had  and  received,  so 
that  if  there  were  not  an  effectual  award,  he  might  bring 
a  fresh  action  for  that.  It  certainly  was  not  intended  to 
put  an  end  to  his  claim  for  money  had  and  received.]  No 
doubt  it  was  intended  that  the  pecuniary  accounts  should 
be  settled  between  the  parties,  but  not  upon  this  record 
or  in  this  action.  The  Court,  by  making  the  rule  absolute 
for  setting  aside  the  award,  decided  in  effect  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  agreement  by  raising 
this  objection,  of  which  at  the  time  of  the  trial  he  knew 
nothing,  and  which  therefore  could  not  have  been  then 
within  his  contemplation.  Whether  the  pecuniary  demand 
on  either  side  was  or  was  not  recoverable  under  this  decla- 
ration or  plea  of  set-off;  evidence  would  have  been  given 
of  it  before  the  arbitrator:  that  shews  that  it  was  not  a 
reference  of  the  cause. 

Lord  Abimoeb,  C.  B. — I  entirely  agree  with  Mr.  Wil~ 
liamSf  that  the  mere  withdrawal  of  a'juror  does  not  of 
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Exeh.  0/  Piioi,  necessity  put  an  end  to  the  cause.  A  juror  may  be  with- 
v,..^^^.^  drawn  merely  for  the  accommodation  of  both  parties^  it 
Harries  being  found  convenient  not  to  try  the  cause^  although,  the 
Thomas.  jury  having  been  sworn,  the  record  cannot  be  withdrawn. 
It  depends  entirely  on  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
agreement  is  come  to ;  if  it  appears  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  to  put  an  end  to  the  cause,  for  obtain- 
ing a  particular  advantage,  or  avoiding  a  particular  loss, 
the  Court  will  give  effect  to  it,  or,  under  some  circum- 
stances, even  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  bringing  another 
action.  The  same  principle  applies  to  the  case  of  a  stet 
processus^  sometimes  it  concludes  the  parties,  sometimes 
not,  according  to  the  circumstances.  In  this  case  I  thought, 
at  first,  that  this  was  a  reference  of  the  action ;  and  if  so, 
on  the  juror  being  withdrawn,  and  the  arbitrator  failing 
to  make  an  award  which  can  be  sustained,  it  would  be 
hard  to  conclude  the  plaintiff  in  that  action;  but  when  it 
appears  that  the  juror  was  withdrawn  under  such  circum- 
stances as  shew  that  the  particular  cause  was  abandoned, 
and  that  it  was  not  the  cause  which  was  referred,  we 
should  preclude  the  party  from  proceeding.  Now,  here 
the  order  of  reference  states  that  the  arbitrator  is  to  settle 
all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties,  touching — 
what  ? — ^not  the  cause,  but  the  defendant's  bills  of  costs, 
and  all  the  plaintiff's  demand  on  the  defendant ;  that  is, 
the  pecuniary  demands  on  either  side  are  to  be  referred, 
and  the  balance  ascertained ;  but  the  arbitrator  has  no 
power  in  the  cause  at  all ;  that  is  put  an  end  to ;  he  is 
only  to  enter  into  the  pecuniary  matters  in  dispute  be- 
tween the  parties,  and,  no  matter  who  is  plaintiff  or  defen- 
dant, to  direct  to  whom  the  balance  is  to  be  paid.  I  was 
not  present  at  the  decision  of  the  rule  in  this  Court,  but 
I  should  say  that  the  decision  could  not  have  been  other- 
wise— the  terms  ''no  question  of  liability  to  be  raised,** 
could  not  be  otherwise  interpreted  than  as  an  agreement 
that  no  question  should  be  raised  of  liability  as  to  the 
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pecuniary  claims  of  either  party,  but  a  question  merely  of  fixcA.  of  pum, 
quantum  submitted  to  the  arbitrator.  It  is  no  matter  whe- 
ther,  if  the  parties  had  known  more,  they  would  have 
come  to  this  agreement ;  they  do  so  agree,  that  there  shall 
be  no  question  raised  of  liability  as  to  the  bills  of  costs  to 
be  taxed ;  they  go  to  arbitration  as  if  it  were  a  bill  on  a 
simple  account.  A  breach  of  good  faith  is  committed  when- 
ever a  party  departs  from  the  contract  he  actually  enters 
into :  he  is  bound  to  abide  by  it,  whatever  the  consequences 
turn  out  to  be.  Then  the  defendant  seeks  to  set  aside 
the  award,  because  the  plaintiff  so  abandoned  his  agree- 
ment ;  and  it  is  accordingly  set  aside  on  certiun  terms.  If 
the  parties  are  not  disposed  to  accept  those  terms,  the 
question  comes,  whether  the  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
entitle  the  parties  to  go  on  again  with  the  original  cause ; 
and  we  think  they  are  not,  and  that  this  was  a  mere 
reference  of  a  matter  of  account,  independent  of  the  cause, 
on  which,  if  the  arbitrator  thought  fit,  he  might  direct  a 
payment  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.  We  are  not 
deciding  whether  the  plaintiff  may  or  may  not  bring  a  new 
action;  if  he  does  so,  and  an  application  is  made  to  stay 
his  proceedings,  it  will  then  be  time  enough  to  determine 
whether  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  Moscaii  v.  Lawson 
applies  to  this  case.  But  we  think,  on  the  whole  circum- 
stances before  us,  the  agreement  of  the  parties  was  to 
put  an  end  to  the  cause,  each  receiving  a  benefit  by  going 
before  the  arbitrator  for  settlement  of  their  pecuniary 
account.  The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  have 
the  role  made  absolute,  but  the  parties  may  still,  if  they 
please,  go  before  the  arbitrator  again  on  the  terms  sug- 
gested on  the  former  occasion. 

Parkb,  B.,  Bolland,  B.,  and  Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 
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Sxek,  of  PUas, 
1836. 


Assumpsit  for 
work  and  la- 
bour, &c. 
Pleas,  first, 
except  as  to 
15L  15s.  7d., 
«non  assumpsit; 
second,  as 
to  52L  12s., 
parcel,  &c, 
payment;  third, 
as  to  52/.  12s., 
other  parcel,  &c, 
that  the  work 
was  done  on  a 
special  contract 
subjecting  the 
plaintiff  to  a 
deduction  for 
certain  damage, 
and  that  such 
damage 
amounted  to 
that  sum; 
fourthly,  as  to 
20L,  other 
parcel,  &c.,  a 
set-off;  and 
fifth,  payment 
into  Court  of 
15L  15s.  7d, 
Issues  being 
joined  on  the 
four  first  pleas, 
the  verdict  was 
found  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the 
general  issue 
for  73t  18s. 
lOtL;  on  the 
second  issue, 
for  the  defen- 
dant; on  the 
third,  for  the 
defendant  as 
to  20/.;  and 
on  the  fourth, 
for  the  defen- 
dant as  to  5/.  6s. 
—Held,  that 
the  defendant 
was  entitled  to 
the  general 
costs  of  the 


Probert  9.  Phillips  and  Others. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, money  had  and  received,  and  on  an  account  stated. 
Pleas — first,  except  as  to  l5L\5s,  Id.  non  assumpserunt;  se- 
condly, as  to  52l»  12^«, parcel,  &c., payment;  thirdly,  as  to 
52L  I2s.,  other  parcel,  &c.,  that  the  work  was  done  under 
a  special  contract  to  keep  the  defendant's  harness  in  good 
repair,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  sufier  a  deduction 
for  any  damage  sustained  by  the  defendant  in  conse- 
quence of  its  not  being  kept  in  good  repair ;  and  that  by 
reason  of  its  not  being  so  kept,  the  defendants  sustained 
damage  to  the  amount  of  521.  I2s.;  fourthly,  as  to  201, , 
other  parcel.  Sec,  a  set-off  for  use  and  occupation ;  fifthly, 
payment  into  Court  of  15/.  I5s.  Id.  The  replications 
denied  the  payment  alleged  in  the  second  plea,  the  agree- 
ment and  the  damage  stated  in  the  third,  and  the  set-ofi", 
and  accepted  the  15/.  15b.  Id.  in  satisfaction  of  that 
amount.  At  the  trial,  the  cause  was  referred  to  a  bar- 
rister, to  certify  how  and  for  what  amount  the  verdict 
should  be  entered  on  the  several  issues :  and  he  certified 
that  the  verdict  should  be  entered  on  the  general  issue 
for  the  plaintiff,  for  ISl.  1%b.  lOcL ;  for  the  defendants  on 
the  second  issue  ;  on  the  third  issue,  for  the  defendants 
as  to  20/.  of  the  sum  of  52/.  12$.  therein  mentioned,  and 
as  to  the  residue  for  the  plaintiff;  on  the  fourth  issue,  for 
the  defendants  as  to  the  sum  of  51.  &.,  parcel  of  the  SO/, 
therein  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  residue,  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  several  sums  found  to  be  covered  by  the  three  latter 
pleas,  therefore,  amounted  in  the  whole  to  77/.  IBs. ;  and 
the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendants  accordingly, 
and  the  postea  delivered  to  the  defendants'  attorney. 

Greaves  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  whythe 
podtea  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff's  at- 
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tomey  ;  and  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  Exch  of  pita*^ 

the  general  costs  of  the  cause.    The  defendants  forced 

the  plaintiff  down  to  trial  in  order  to  establish  his  claim, 

by  putting  the  general  issue  on  the  record.     [Parker  B. 

— That  only  entitles  him  to  the  costs  of  the  general  issue.] 

In  Broadbeni  ▼.  Shaw  (a),  where,  to  trespass  qu.  cl.  fr., 

the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  also  a  justification 

of  a  right  of  way,  the  replication  joined  issue  on  the  plea 

of  not  guilty,  traversed  the  right  of  way,  and  new  assigned, 

and  the  defendant  joined  issue  on  the  right  of  way,  and 

suffered  judgment  by  default  as  to  the  trespasses  newly 

assigned,  and  there  was  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on 

the  justification,  and  the  damages  were  assessed  at  Is*  on 

the  new  assignment,  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled  to  the 

general  costs  of  the  trial,  because  he  was  forced  to  go 

down   to  trial  by  the  general   issue  remaining  on  the 

record. 

Parke,  B. — That  was  because  the  defendant  did  not 
withdraw  the  general  issue  so  far  as  related  to  the  tres- 
passes newly  assigned ;  therefore  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
applied  to  somethuig  beyond  the  trespasses  newly  assigned, 
and  which  was  not  covered  by  the  special  plea.  That 
case  does  not  apply  here,  because  the  pleas,  being  pleaded 
to  separate  parts  of  the  demand,  cover  the  whole  of  it. 
It  had  been  the  practice  for  many  years,  where  there  was 
a  new  assignment,  to  withdraw  the  general  issue  as  to  the 
trespasses  newly  assigned. 

Aldbbbon,  B. —  The   form  is   given   in  Williams's 
Saunders  (b). 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  2  B  &  Ad.  940.  (6)  Vol.  i.  p.  300,  note  (f). 
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1836.  c  o 

^  Shate  r.  Spods. 

Baii(atieut  ON  motion  to  justify  bail  in  this  cause,  Butt  objected 

jaitify  in  "^^  ^^^^  ^^6  affidavit  of  justification  was  insufficient,  inasmuch 

there  haa  been  *®  *'  ^*^  ^^^  "^**®  where  the  property  was  situate,  nor 

an  intaffident  separate  the  value. 

affldaTit  of 
Justification. 

Humfrey^  in  support  of  the  bail,  stated  that  they  ap- 
peared to  justify  in  person. 

Butt  referred  to  PensotCs,  bail  (a),  where  Patteson,  J., 
says,  that  where  the- bail  profess  to  justify  in  thejfonn 
directed  by  the  new  rules,  and  fail  to  comply  with  them, 
they  cannot  resort  to  any  odier  form.  That^  however, 
was  a  case  of  country  bail 

Per  Curiam. — If  the  bail  appear,  they  may  justify ;  but 
the  consequence  is,  that  the  plaintiff  opposes  them  with- 
out the  risk  of  costs. 

The  bul  justified. 

(a)4DowLP.a627. 


Bolton  r.  Johnson. 

Notice  of  joa-     VIN  bail  appearing  to  justify  in  this  case.  Steer  was  about 
SdnVb^^  *o  oppose  them,  when 

giTen,  the 

plaintiff  de-  ^^ 

Kveredade-  Butt,  for  the  bail,  objected  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 

bene  eaae^o  ^8^^  ^^  opposc  them^  having  obtained  a  judge*s  order  to 

whi^tfae  de-  join  in  demurrer.     Notice  of  justification  having   been 

moired.   The  given,  the  plaintiff"  delivered  a  declaration  de  bene  esse, 

mn  inetfectnai'  ^^  which  the  defendant  demurred.    An  application  was 

attempt  to  have 

thedcflrairer  aet  aside  as  frin>lous,  obtained  an  order  to  join  in  demurrer: — Held,  that,  after  this, 

the  bcil  conld  not  be  opposed,  nor  could  they  justify. 
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made  to  a  Baron  at  chambers  to  set  aside  the  demarrer  Eteh.  o/Pkat, 
as  frivolous,  which  he  declined,  on  which  the  plaintiff  ob-     .   ^^'  ^ 
tained  an  order  to  join  in  demurref.     This  was  a  waiver       Bolton 
of  the  bail. 


JOBMIOM. 


Sieer. — As  the  bail  come  to  justify,  they  may  be  op- 
posed; if  they  have  been  waived,  they  need  not  have 
come  to  justify  at  all.  [Parie,  B. — There  is  no  necessity 
for  them  to  justify;  the  defendant  is  already  in  Court. 
Aldersan^  B. — The  plaintiff  cannot  say  the  defendant  is 
not  in  Court,  having  asked  for  time  to  answer  Um.] 

Per  Curiam. — The  bail  cannot  be  opposed,  nor  can 
they  be  allowed  to  justify* 


Jefferies  v.  Clare. 

XhE  declaration  stated,  that  whereas  before  and  at  The  piaintur 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  and  promise  of  ^^  tlr^bt^' 
the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had  breach  of  an 

agreement  to 

taken  from  the  defendant  at  his  request,  and  entered  upon,  retake  of  him 

a  licensed  public-house  situate  in  Webber  Street,  Black-  (whlch^die^^^ 

friars  Road,  and  had  paid  the  defendant  the  sum  of  600f;  ^'^^^^ 

for  the  goodwill  of  the  business   thereof,  and  for  the  uken  from  the 

goods  and  fixtures,  and  stock  in  trade,  at  a  valuation;  and  to  pay  for  the 

thereupon  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  October,  18S3,  f^proV^^' 

in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  had  so  taken  the  said  ^*  ^  ^^"  ^« 

owners  of  the 

public-house,  &c.  &c.,  the  defendant  agreed,  undertook,  houie,  would 
and  faithfully  promised  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  then  ^daotala 

tenant;  and  the 
dcdaiation  alleged  that  the  defendant  did  not  atk  C.  &  Co.  to  accept  him  ai  their  tenant,  or  make 
any  eifint  to  caiue  them  to  do  so.  This  allegation  the  defendant  denied  by  hb  plea,  and  Issue 
wu  joined  thereon.  The  plaintiff  called  the  managing  derk  of  C.  ft  Co.,  who  proved  that  the 
defendant  made  appli6ition  by  letter  for  the  house,  in  answer  to  which  a  personal  interview  was 
required;  the  defendant  made  no  further  application  himself,  but  his  brother-in-law  made  in- 
<)iuries  on  his  behalf,  to  which  a  similar  answer  was  returned.  The  witness  sUted  also  that 
C.  a  Co.  wonld  not  have  let  the  house,  except  at  an  increased  rent.  On  this  evidence  the  plsin- 
tilf  was  nonsoited,  and  the  Court  held  that  the  nonsuit  was  right. 
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Sxeh.  0/  Pieoif  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  de- 
fendant should  take  the  said  house,  of  the  plaintiff  at  the 
expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the  day  and  year  afore- 
said, on  having  a  month's  previous  notice  so  to  do, 
and  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  500/.  for  the  goodwill 
of  the  business,  and  also  to  take  all  the  household  furni- 
ture, fixtures,  and  stock  in  trade,  at  a  fair  valuation,  in 
the  usual  way,  and  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  amount  thereof, 
and  also  for  the  time  to  come  in  the  licences,  on  their  being 
transferred  to  the  defendant,  or  his  taking  possession  pf 
the  said  house,  provided  Messrs.  Combe  &  Co.  would 
accept  him,  the  defendant,  as  tenant  to  them.  The  plain- 
tiff then  averred,  that,  on  the  2nd  September,  ISSif,  he 
gave  the  defendant  a  notice  to  take  the  house  of  him  at 
the  expiration  of  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  and  to  pay  him  the  500/.,  &c.,  provided  Messrs. 
Combe  &  Co.  would  accept  the  defendant  as  tenant  to 
them,  and  alleged  that  the  defendant,  although  requested, 
did  not  nor  would  at  any  time  ask  the  said  Messrs. 
Combe  &  Co.  to  accept  him  as  their  tenant  of  the  said 
house,  or  make  any  effort  or  attempt  to  cause  them  to  ac- 
cept him  as  their  tenant,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meanmg  of  the  agreemetit,  &c.;  and 
that  although  the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  and  of- 
fered to  cause  the  licence  to  be  transferred  to  the  defen- 
dant on  his  taking  possession  of  the  house,  on  the  terms 
mentioned  in  the  agreement,  and  to  perform  the  agreement 
on  his  part,  &c.  &c.,  the  defendant  did  not  take  the  house 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  pay  him  the  6O0L  for  the  goodwill,  or 
take  the  furniture,  &c.,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c  Sec. — 
There  was  also  a  count  on  an  account  stated. 

Pleas,  first,  non-assumpsit;  secondly,  that  the  defen- 
dant did,  after  the  plaintiff  gave  him  the  said  notice,  and 
after  he  requested  him  so  to  do,  and  within  twelve  months 
after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  to  wit,  on  the  4th 
September,  1834,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  aft<^r- 
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wards,  ask  and  request  Messrs.  Combe  &  Co.  to  accept  EjccH.  &f  Phas, 
bim,  the  defendant,  as  their  tenant  of  the  said  bouse,  and 
did  on  those  occasions  make  every  eiSbrt  and  attempt  to 
cause  them  to  accept  him  as  their  tenant,  as  he  ought  to 
have  done,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
agreement;  but  that  Messrs.  Comjbe  &  Co.  did  not  nor 
would  then,  or  at  any  time  before  or  since,  accept  the  de- 
fendant aa  their  tenant  of  the  house ;  concluding  to  the 
country:  whereon  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  th3Middle>- 
sex  Sittings  after  last  term,  the  plaintiff  having  proved 
the  agreement,  the  giving  of.  the  twelve  months'  notice, 
and  payment  to  the  defendant  of  the  600^  mentioned 
in  the  agreement,  called  also,  for  the  purpose  of  disprov- 
ing the  plea,  the  confidential  managing  clerk  of  Messrs. 
Combe  &  Co.,  who  proved  the  receipt  by  him  of  a  letter 
from  the  defendant,  dated  4th  September,  1334,  request* 
ing  to  be  informed  whether  they  bad  any  objection  to  ac* 
cept  him  as  a  tenant  for  the  house  in  question,  or  any 
other  of  their  bouses ;  to  which  the  witness  returned  an 
answer,  stating  that  it  was  necessary  to  have  an  interview 
before  any  thing  could  be  settled  respecting  the  house  in 
questicm.  The  defendant  never  made  any  other  applica- 
tion to  him,  but  his  brother-in-law,  one  Wisby,  when  at 
Combe  &  Co.'s  brewery  on  other  business,  had  several 
times  asked  the  witness  whether  they  would  accept  the  de- 
fendant as  tenant,  and  he  had  always  told  him  he  could  give 
no  answer  withoiTb  seeing  the  defendant.  On  cross-ex- 
amination, the  witness  stated  that  Combe  &  Co.  would 
have  required  an  increased  rent  for  the  bouse,  and  that  se- 
veral persons  applying  for  it  were  refused.  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  intimated  that  he  was  disposed  to  think  the  decla- 
ration defective,  for  not  alleging  that  Combe  &  Co.  would 
have  accepted  the  defendant  as  their  tenant ;  the  allega- 
tion in  the  plea  that  they  would  not,  was  not  a  denial'  of 
any  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration;  and  he  stated  that,  it 
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Exek.  of  PUat,  having  been  proved  that  Combe  &  Co.  would  not  have 
accepted  the  defendant  as  their  tenant  at  the  same  rent,  he 
should  direct  the  jury  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound 
to  take  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  at  an  increased  rent. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  thereupon  elected  to  be  nonsuited 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  enter  a  verdict. 

Kellff  now  moved  accordingly. — The  evidence  nega- 
tived the  allegations  of  the  plea.  The  defendant  did  not 
allege  in  his  plea  as  a  fact,  that  Combe  &  Co.  would  not 
accept  him  as  their  tenant,  except  at  an  increased  rent. 
It  is  true  there  was  nothing  in  the  agreement  which  bound 
the  defendant  to  become  tenant  at  an  increased  rent. 
The  plea,  however,  avers  that  he  used  every  effort  in  his 
power  to  induce  Combe  &  Co.  to  accept  him  as- tenant. 
[Parie,  B. — ^The  onus  is  on  you,  not  on  the  defendant:  he 
merely  denies  your  allegation^  that  he  did  not  make  any 
effort  to  become  tenant,  as  he  ought  to  have  done. — 
Alderson^  B« — It  does  not  depend  on  the  mere  form  of  the 
issue,  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  lies ;  while  a  party 
merely  denies  an  allegation  of  the  other  party,  although 
in  form  the  aflSrmative  of  the  issue  is  on  the  former,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  not  necessarily  so.]  In  declaring  on 
this  contract,  it  was  not  necessary  to  allege  that  Combe 
&  Co.  were  in  fact  willing  to  accept  the  defendant  as 
tenant.  That  question,  however,  does  not  now  arise;  the 
defendant  has  taken  upon  himself  to  aflSrm  that  he  did  use 
all  due  diligence  to  become  tenant.  [Parke^  B. — He  af- 
firms it,  in  denial  of  your  allegation  that  he  did  not. 
Alderson,  B. — The  question  is,  whether  the  evidence  jus- 
tified the  plaintiff  in  making  his  negative  allegation ;  if  he 
makes  it,  the  defendant  must  meet  it  by  an  affirmative  al- 
legation^ but  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  he  is  bound 
to  prove  it]  The  evidence  went  either  in  proof  of  the 
plaintiff's  negative  allegation,  or  in  disproof  of  the  plea. 
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and  ought  to  have  gone  to  the  jury.     It  was  the  defen-  ^**;2C/^"'' 

dant's  duty  to  have  sought  a  personal  interview  with     ^ ^^-^ 

Combe  &  Co.  [AUersant  B.— If  the  issue  was  on  you,  it  Jb^ferim 
was  for  you  to  go  on  afid  shew  that  there  was  no  personal  Clare. 
interview.]  It  could  not  be  necessary  to  call  every  part- 
ner and  person  in  the  brewery,  the  confidential  clerk,  to 
whom  the  business  was  intrusted,  having  been  called.  It 
waa  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  what  appeared  to 
have  been  done  constituted  sufficient  diligence  in  the  de- 
fendsmt  or  not. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  no  colour  for 
this  application.  The  only  material  fact  was  the  non-ac- 
ceptance by  Combe  &  Co.,  the  negative  of  which  should 
have  been  averred  in  the  declaration.  But  although  the 
defendant  did.  not  demur,  he  does  not  preclude  himself 
from  stating  it  in  the  plea  as  an  answer.  The  evidence 
shewed  that  they  would  not  accept  the  defendant  as  tenant 
at  the  former  rent,  and  he  was  not  bound  by  the  agree- 
ment to  take  the  house  at  an  increased  rent. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Hatcher  r.  Sxaton. 

CLOVEN  ANT  on  a  deed  of  dissolution  of  partnership  On  A.  and  b. 

between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff,  dated  1st  January,  ^nelfh^TA. 

1835,  by  which,  reciting  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  plain-  ^^™  ^***  '/^" 

tiff  should  give  up  the  trade,  and  the  joint  stock  thereof,  for  which  he 

ga^e  her  hit 
promissory  note, 
payaMe  six  months  after  demand.  A.  and  B.  suhseqaently  dissolved  partnership,  and  C.  gave 
A.  notice  to  pay  the  note,  and  afterwards  indorsed  it  to  B.,  who  continued  the  business.  In  an 
action  by  A.  against  B.  on  a  covenant  in  the  deed  of  dissolution  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money  to  A.,  B.  set  off  the  note.  C.  being  called  as  a  witness  for  B.'to  prove  the  loan  to  A.,  the 
demand  of  payment,  and  the  delivery  of  the  note  to  B.,  stated  on  the  voir  dire,  that  she  did  not 
wish  to  take  the  money  out  of  the  business  ;  that  she  considered  the  note  to  belong  to  B.,  but  ex- 
pected her  principal  and  interest : — Held,  that  she  was  a  competent  witness,  for  that  B.*s  liability 
on  his  engagement  to  her  was  wholly  independent  of  the  result  of  the  action. 
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Exeh,  cfpieasf  and  all  debts  due  to  the  partnership,  to  the  defendant,  on 
the  terms  and  conditions  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  de- 
fendant covenanted  that  he  would,  on  or  before  the  Slst  of 
December,  1836,  pay  the  pkintiff  the  sum  of  70/.  as  a 
salary  for  his  services  as  shopman  up  to  that  time,  or  a 
proportionate  partthereof  in  case  the  plaintiff  should  leave 
the  service  before  that  day,  and  also  would  at  any  time 
thereafter,  on  receiving  six  months'  notice  from  the  plain* 
tiff,  pay  him  the  sum  of  600/.,  and  allow  him  interest  in 
the  mean  time  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent  per  annum,  to 
be  paid  in  addition  to  his  salary  of  70/.  The  declaration 
then  averred  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  the  six  months' 
notice,  and  alleged  as  a  breach  the  non-payment  of  the 
600/.  and  interest. 

Plea,  except  as  to  11/.,  parcel,  &c.,  actionem  non,  be* 
cause  the  defendant  says  that,  long  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  6uit,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  October,  1883,  the 
plaintiff  made  his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby, 
six  months  after  demand,  promised  to  pay  to  Mary  James, 
or  bearer,  SOOL  for  value  received,  with  lawful  interest,  to 
be  paid  every  six  months;  and  the  said  Mary  James,  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c., 
delivered  the  said  note  to  the  defendant,  who,  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  suit  was,  and  still  is,  the  bearer 
and  holder  thereof;  that  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
the  said  Mary  James  did  demand  of  the  plaintiff  payment 
of  the  said  interest  to  be  made  in  six  months  after  that 
demand,  and  that  six  months  after  that  demand  had 
elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  The  plea 
then  alleged  the  same  facts  as  to  another  promissory 
note  for  300/.,  dated  29th  of  October,  1833,  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  one  Mary  Smith  ;  and  proceeded  to  aver  that 
the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of 
650/.,  upon  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  promissory  notes ; 
and  in  700L  on  an  account  stated,  and  in  50/.  for  interest; 
and  offered  to  set  off  those  sums  against  the  damages 
mentioned  by  the  plaintiff,  except  as  to  the  sum  of  11/. 
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parcel  &c.    And  the  defendant  then  pleaded  payment  of  ^eA.  of  Piewt, 
that  sum  into  Court 

To  the  first  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  said  two 
promissory  notes  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  given 
in  manner  and  form,  nor  was  the  plaintiff  indebted  to  the 
defendant  in  manner  and  form,  as  in  the  plea  alleged :  on 
which  issue  was  joined.  To  the  second  plea  there  was 
a  replication  of  damages  ultra* 

At  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tiDgs  after  last  Easter  Term,  the  deed  of  dissolution  having 
been  put  in  and  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
defendant,  the  two  promissory  notes  stated  in  the  plea 
were  produced.  It  appeared  that  on  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  entering  into  ^partnership,  as  linen-drapers,  at 
Richmond,  in  October  18S3,  the  plaintiff  borrowed  from 
Mrs.  James  and  Mrs.  Smith,  the  payees  of  the  notes,  the 
sum  of  600/.,  for  which  be  gave  these  notes  of  300/.  each 
as  a  security,  and  paid  that  sum  to  the  defendant  as  a  pre- 
mium. It  was  proved  that  about  the  period  of  the  disso* 
faition  of  the  partnership,  Mrs.  James  applied  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  let  her  give  up  his  note,  and  take  the  defendant's 
instead.  The  plaintiff  said- he  would  consult  his  solicitor, 
and  ultimately  refused  the  proposal  Mrs.  James,  in  the 
interim,  gave  him  notice  to  pay  the  money  at  the  six 
months*  end :  and  she  subsequently  indorsed  and  delivered 
the  note  to  the  defendant,  who  continued  the  business 
alone.  Mary  Smith,  the  payee  of  the  other  note,  was 
then  called  to  prove  the  transfer  of  that  also  to  the  defen- 
dant ;  and  being  examined  on  the  voir  dire,  said  that  she 
did  not  expect  the  bill  back ;  that  she  expected  to  receive 
her  300/.,  and  interest,  but  did  not  wish  to  take  it  out  of 
the  business ;  that  the  note  now  belon^d  to  the  defen- 
dant, but  she  still  expected  to  receive  the  money.  The 
plaintiff's  counsel  objected  that  she  was  not  a  competent 
witness,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  interested  in  the 
'  VOL.  II.  E  M.  w. 
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Btek.  of  Pleat,  eveiitof  the  suit ;  as  it  appeared  that  she  had  parted  with 
the  note,  but  was  not  to  receive  any  consideration  for 
doing  SO9  unless  the  defendant  was  allowed  to  keep  the 
» money  in  the  business,  which  be  would  tiot  be,  if  com- 
pelled in  this  action  to  pay  the  6O0L  The  learned 
Judge  however  admitted  the  evidence;  and  the  wit- 
ness proved  the  loan  of  the  money  to  the  plaintiff  on 
the  note,  the  demand  of  payment  from  him,  and  the 
indorsement  and  delivery  of  the  note  to  the  defendant. 
For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended  that  the  transfer  of 
the  notes  was  merely  colourable,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  the  bona  fide  bearer  or  holder  of  them. 
The  learned  Judge,  however,  expressed  his  opinion, 
that,  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  latter 
was  entitled  to  set  them  up,  and  uiider  his  direction  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant :  the  difference  in 
amount  between  the  interest  due  on  the  covenant  and  on 
the  notes  respectively,  being  covered  by  the  sum  paid  into 
Court. 

In  Trinity  Term,  Plati  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  Mary  Smith  was 
incompetent :  against  which 

Barsiow  now  shewed  cause. — The  witness  was  rightly 
received,  for  she  stood  perfectly  indifferent  between  the 
parties  to  the  action.  The  apparent  difficulty  arose  merely 
from  the  ambiguity  of  her  answers  on  the  voir  dire,  that 
she  wished  the  money  to  remain  in  the  business,  and  con- 
sidered the  note  to  belong  to  the  defendant  But  the 
effect  of  the  whole  transaction  was,  that  the  defendant 
would  be  bound  to  give  her  back  the  note,  if  he  failed  to 
establish  his  set-off  in  respect  of  it;  so  that  she  would 
have  her  remedy  either' against  the  plaintiff  on  the  note, 
or  against  the  defendant  in  pursuance  of  the  arrangement 
between  herself  and  him ;  and  thus  stood  quite  indifferent 
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Vemniug  v.  ShuiilewaHh  (a)  was  a  similar  case.    There,  ^^\^  ^'''"' 

in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  payee  and  indorser 

of  a  note,  the  plaintiff  called  the  drawer  to  prove  notice 

to  the  defendant ;  he  was  objected  to,  but  Lord  Kenyon  • 

held  that  he  stood  indifferent,  since  he  would,  in  either 

event  of  the  action,  be  liable  to  pay  either  to  the  plaintiff 

or  to  the  defendant.   So  here,  in  either  event,  the  witness 

will  be  entitled  to  recover  against  either  the  plaintiff  or 

the  defendant. 

Miller,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defence  was  in 
fact  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  these  two  ladies  to  retain 
the  600/.,  according  to  their  wish,  in  a  business  which 
would  secure  them  the  continued  payment  of  the  full  rate 
of  interest  upon  it  The  defendant  himself  had  no  in- 
terest in  resisting  the  action  to  the  extent  of  their  claim, 
and  stood  in  effect  in  the  situation  of  a  trustee,  defending 
it  on  their  behalf.  [^Parke,  B. — The  rule  was  not  granted 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  bona  fide 
holder,  but  only  on  the  point  of  competency.]  It  is  only 
in  the  event  of  the  defendant's  recovering,  that  the  witness 
will  have  the  security  of  the  business  to  look  to. 

Parks,  B. — I  think  the  witness  stands  indifferent: 
whether  the  defendant  succeeds  or  fails  in  the  action,  he 
will  alike  be  responsible  to  her ;  she  has  transferred  all 
the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  note  to  the  defendant. 
If  he  fails,  he  must  give  the  proper  notice  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  then  he  will  recover  the  amount  against  him.  The 
effect  of  the  transaction  is,  that  the  defendant  has  taken  the 
plaintiff's  security,  and  engages  to  give  the  witness  his  own 
security  for  the  same  amount.  That  engagement,  and  his 
liability  in  consequence  of  it,  are  wholly  independent  of  the 

(a)  Bayley  on  Bills,  536,  n.  (5th  edit.) 
e3 
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^Mfi**^"'  result  of  this  action.    The  witness  stands,  therefore,  quite 
>      V      "^    indifferent:  it  is  wholly  immaterial  to  her  whether  the 
Hatcher      defendant,  or  any  body  else,  gives  six  months'  notice  to  the 
Seaton.      plaintiff  or  not. 


The  other  Barons  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


In  an  acUon  on 
a  banker'i 
cheque, the 
Court  refused 
leave  to  add  a 
plea,  (the  time 
for  pleading 
having  expired) 
that  it  was 
drawn  by  the 
defendant  more 
than  15  miles 
from  the  place 
where  it  was 
made  payable, 
and  fidsely 
dated,  in  con- 
travention of 
the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  49, 1.15. 


M'DowALL  r.  Lyster. 

/ASSUMPSIT  against  the  drawer  of  a  banker's  cheque ; 
to  which  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  it  had  been  given  to 
secure  a  gambling  debt,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  holder 
of  it  without  consideration. 

Sewell  moved  for  leave  to  add  a  plea,  that  the  cheque 
was  drawn  at  a  distance  of  more  than  fifteen  miles  from 
the  place  at  which  it  was  made  payable,  and  was  falsely 
dated,  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  49,  s.  15.     The  time  for  pleading  had  expired. 

Per  Curiam. — ^The  Court  will  not  interpose  to  assist 
the  defendant  in  defeating  an  instrument  which  he  has 
knowingly  executed  in  an  illegal  manner.  If  he  wished 
to  raise  this  defence,  he  should  have  pleaded  that  he  did 
not  make  the  cheque  declared  on  (a). 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  See  Dawson  v.  M'Donald,  ante,  p.  26. 
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JSxcA.  rf  Pleat, 
1836. 

Price  v.  Morgan.  '^ 

Assumpsit.— The  first  count    of   the    declaration  Sembie,  that 
stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  send  qo^i  8e^^a^d«  a 
a  pony  to  the  defendant,  and  would  sell  and  deliver  it  to  triai^fore  the 

■^      •^  '  shenS,  on  the 

one  J.  Ward,  the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  that  he  was  authorized  by  Ward  to  purchase  it  within  the  3  & 
on  his  behalf;  that  the  pkintiff  sent  the  pony  to  the  de-  *  J!^|Vthitn* 
fendant,  and  was  willing  to  sell  it  to  Ward,  but  that  the  stance  of  the 
defendant  had  no  authority  from  Ward  to  purchase  it  tained  the  order 
on  his  behalf.  The  second  count  was  similar,  except  ^^^O*^  ^"^  ^ 
that  it  stated  that  the  defendant  undertook  to  purchase     The  fint 

^  coantof  the  de- 

the  pony,  and  alleged  as  the  breach  his  refusal  to  do  so.  ciaration  stated, 
The  third  was  an  indebitatus  count  for  a  pony  sold  and  ation°that  the' 
delivered:    and  the  fourth  was  on  an  account  stated.  Pj«?tiff^ouid 

'  send  a  pony 

Plea,  non-assumpsit  to  the  defend- 

At  the  trial,  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Herefordshire,  aeirand  deUver 
the  plaintiff's  attorney  having  read  in  evidence  a  letter  defendannin- 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  stating  that  Mr.  Ward  dertook  that  he 

.         ,  ,  ,  was  authoriied 

felt  inclined  to  purchase  the  plaintiff  s  pony,  if  not  sold,  by  A.  to  pur- 
and  requesting  him  to  send  the  pony  down  to  the  defen-  leh^;  ^"tthe 
dant's  residence,  as  Mr.  Ward  would  be  there  on  the  ^}^^  ""*., 

toe  pony  to  tne 

Monday    following,     the    under-sheriff    nonsuited    the  defendant,  and 

,,._,  ,  __  -  --  ..1  was  willing  to 

plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  name  of  the  principal  on  sell  it  to  A., 
whose  part  the  defendant  applied  to  purchase  the  pony  felldwot  had  no" 
having  been  disclosed,  the  plaintiff  could  no  charge  him  authority  from 

as  agent  (a).  it    The  second 

count  was  a  si- 
milar one,  but 

stating  that  the  defendant  himself  undertook  to  purchase  the  pony      There  was  also  an  indebi- 

taini  coont  ibr  a  pony  sold  and  deliTered: — Held,  that  this  was  a  record  which  might  be  sent  by 

writ  of  trial  belbre  the  sheriff,  under  the  8  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  a.  ]  7, 

(a)  The  nnder  sheriff  had  first  principal;  and  he  elected  to  charge 

called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  elect  him  as  agent.    This  fact,  how- 

whether  he  would  proceed  agwnst  ever,  only  appeared  on  the  face 

the   defendant   as   principal   or  of  the  affidavit  which  the  Court 

agent,  the  first  count  charging  afterwards  decided  to   be   inad- 

him   as   agent,    the    second    as  missible. 


d4  CASES  IN  THE  BXCH£QUER| 

^'**iQ^  ^'^'  '"  Trinity  term,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  or  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
ceedings as  having  been  coram  non  judice,  the  case  not 
being  one  which  was  triable  before  the  sheriff  under  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  4/2,  B.  17. 

J.  W.  Smith  now  shewed  cause,  on  an  affidavit  slating 
that  the  order  for  the  writ  of  trial  was  obtained  on  the 
application  of  the  plaintiff. — As  to  the  objection  that  the 
proceedings  were  coram  non  judice,  if  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  they  were  altogether  a  nullity;  there  could 
therefore  be  no  nonsuit  which  could  prejudice  the  plain- 
tiff. The  more  regular  form  of  motion  would  have  been 
to  set  aside  the  writ,  and  not  the  subsequent  proceedings, 
which  were  regular,  if  the  writ  itself  is  so.  But  it  was  a 
caise  within  the  statute,  for  the  action  was  in  substance 
for  the  price  of  the  pony.  It  is  quite  different  from  Wat^ 
son  V.  Abbot  (a),  which  may  be  referred  to  on  the  other 
side,  and  which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  negligetice 
in  running  down  a  boat 

With  regard  to  the  objection  as  to  misdirection,  he  in- 
sisted that  the  plaintiff  could  not  avail  himself  of  that: 
the  only  affidavit  in  support  of  the  rule,  of  what 
took  place  at  the  trial,  was  made  by  the  clerk  to  the 
plaintiff's  London  agent,  who  was  not  present  at  the  trial, 
and  did  not  state  from  whom  he  received  his  informa- 
tion, or  account  for  the  absence  of  any  affidavit  by  a 
person  present  at  the  trial  (i).  And  the  Court  held  that 
this  affidavit  could  not  be  made  use  of,  and  that  it  was 
now  too  late  to  apply  to  the  under-sheriff  for  a  report  of 
what  took  place. 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  160;  2  Dowl.  coodact  to  try  a  cause  without 

P.  C.  215.  taking  proper  notes,  and  thus  to 

fh)  The  under-sheriff's  notes  leave  the  parties  to  squabble  on 

did  not  state  the  grounds  on  which  affidavits  as  to  what  took  place  at 

he  nonsuited;  and  the  Court  said  the  trial, 
that   it  was    very  reprehensible 
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Peacock,  in  support  of  the  rule,  contended  that  this  -S**^*-^/  '*''"» 
was  not  a  case  within  the  provision  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  i2,  8.  17;  that  the  intention  of  the  statute  was  to  allow 
the  writ  of  trial  to  go  only  in  cases  where  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion was  simply  in  the  nature  of  a  debt,  and  that  here  an 
aflSdavit  of  debt  could  not  have  been  made.  On  the  first 
or  second  count  the  plaintiff  could  have  recovered  unii-* 
quidated  damages  only.  The  circumstance  that  the  order 
to  go  before  the  sheriff  was  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  does 
not  preclude  him  from  availing  himself  of  the  objection. 
That  was  the  case  in  Wat$on  v.  Abbot,  and,  as  it  would 
appear,  also  in  Edge  v.  Shaw  (a). 

Parke,  B. — With  regard  to  the  first  point,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  was  an  action  in  substance  for  the  price 
of  the  pony,  and  therefore  within  the  act;  and  if  it  were 
not,  I  should  hesitate,  when  the  writ  has  been  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff  himself,  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection  in  the  under  sheriff.  The  same  point  was 
certainly  mentioned  in  the  argument  in  Watson  v.  Abbot, 
but,  from  the  observations  of  Bayley,  B.,  and  the  rest  of 
the  Court,  they  do  not  appear  to  have  sufficiently  consi- 
dered it.  Therefore,  as  at  present  advised,  I  am  disposed 
to  discharge  the  rule  on  that  ground.  It  is  not  necessary, 
however,  to  give  a  direct  opinion  on  that,  because  I  think 
in  substance  the  case  was  within  the  act. 

Alderson.B. — The  plaintiff  has  taken  down  his  cause 
tea  tribunal  which  has  been  unsatisfactory  to  him;  he 
has  now  an  opportunity  of  taking  it  to  a  tribunal  more 
satisfactory  to  him,  inasmuch  as  he  has  been  nonsuited. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(o)  2  G.  M.  &  R.  615;  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  189. 
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Bxeh.  of  Pleai, 
1S36. 

Haytbr  9.  Eleavor  Moat»  Administratrix  of  Thomas 
Moat,  deceased. 

Whereseparate  AsSUMPSIT.— The  first  and  seeond  counts  were  on 
asMssedoneach  two  bills  of  exchange  for  100/.  each,  dated  tbeSrd  and 
cU«dfn!^fone  ^Ist  of  August,  1835,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon,  and 
th"TdL^^'  accepted  by,  the  intestate,  Thomas  Moat,  payable  respec- 
wiii  be  arreited  tively  three  and  two  months  after  date.  The  four  following 
only/  ^""  counts  werc  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  work  and  labour 
an^^  ^don^of  ^^^  materials,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated ;  a 
apromueto  promise  to  pay  the  several  sums  in  those  counts  men- 
biutus  count,  is  tioucd  being  stated  by  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime,  and  a 
even  afUr^ver-  breach  in  non-payment  of  them  by  the]  intestate,  or  by  the 
diet,  by  a  plea    defendant, 'administratrix    as  aforesaid.      The  seventh 

of  non-aMump« 

sit  pleaded  to  couut  Stated,  thatj  after  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas 

dmiioal  nor  Moat,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  March,  1836,  the  defendant, 

me^at^l'  as  administratrix,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  SOOL  for 

commencement  the  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  and  attention  of  the 

tion,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  [an  undertaker  of  funerals,  done,  performed, 

rammonedTT  ^^^  bcstowed  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  servants  in  and 

answer  in  an  ^bout  the  funeral  of  the  said  T.  M.,  on  the  retainer 

action  on  pro- 
mises, or  the      and  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  as  administratrix  as 

conclusion,  that      ^  -j  j   i»        j-  l  t.  l 

*' in considera-  aforesaid;  and  for  divers  hearses,  coaches,  horses,  ma- 
prenUses^'K-  terials,  and  other  necessary  things  used  and  applied  in 
spectiveiy  be-    and  about  the  furnishing  and  conducting  of  the  said 

fore«mendoned, 

the  defendant     fuucral,  by  the  plaintiff  found  and  provided  for  the  defen- 
payT&c.,^       dant,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  and  at  her  request 
u^  ^^i^i^d    ^^^  eighth  and  ninth  counts  were  for  goods  sold  and 
in  its  terms  to     delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  as  administra- 
trix, and  on  an  account  stated  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  as  administratrix ;  and  the  declaration  con- 
cluded with  the  following  breach  : — that  the  defendant,  as 
administratrix  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises  respectively  last  mentioned. 
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promiaed  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  two  several  &»*•  t^fPhoM, 
sums  of  money  respectively  last  mentioned,  on  request ; 
yet  she  had  disregarded  her  promises,  and  had  not  paid 
the  same  sums  of  money,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof,  &e. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  two  counts  of  the 
dedaration,  that  T.  M.  did  not  accept  the  bills  in  those 
counts  mentioned;  to  the  four  foUowing  counts,  that 
T.  M.  did  not  promise  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged;  and  to  the  residue  of  the  declara- 
tion, that  the  defendant  did  not  promise  as  in  the  de- 
claration alleged.  A  plea  puis  darrein  continuance  of 
a  judgment  recovered  was  also  subsequently  pleaded  to 
all  the  counts  of  the  declaration  except  the  seventh ;  as  to 
which  plea  the  plaintiff,  as  far  as  it  referred  to  the  six  first 
and  the  last  counts,  prayed  judgment  of  assets  quando 
acdderint ;  and,  as  to  the  eighth  count,  the  plaintiff  en-* 
tered  a  nolle  prosequi. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.B., 
at  the  London  sittings  after  Trinity  Term.  It  appeared 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  expenses  of 
the  funeral  of  the  intestate,  the  husband  of  the  defen* 
dant,  which  was  furnished  by  the  plaintiff,  and  also  the 
balance  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  for  the  buildingof  a  house 
for  the  intestate :  and  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  the  damages  in  the  declaration,  subject 
to  a  reference'  to  a  barrister,  who  was  to  certify  for  what 
amount  the  verdict  should  stand;  leave  being  also  re«- 
served  to  the  defendant  to  move  the  Court  on  an  objec- 
tion raised  as  to  the  defendant's  liability  to  be  sued  in  her 
representative  character  for  the  expenses  of  the  funeral. 
The  arbitrator,  by  his  certificate,  assessed  the  damages 
separately  on  each  count  of  the  declaration. 

In  the  former  part  of  this  term,  Crowder  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  arresting  the  judgment  on  two  grounds ;  first. 
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^^^1%^^*^''  *^*^  ^^^  seventh  count  was  bad,  by  reason  of  no  promise 
to  pay  being .  alleged  in  or  with  relation  to  it ;  secondly » 
that  it  was  improperly  joined  with  the  other  counts. 

Plait  and  Russell  Gurney  shewed  cause. — Under  the 
circumstances  of  these  pleadings,  the  only  issue  for  trial 
was  as  to  so  much  of  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  to  the 
residue  of  the  declaration  as  applied  to  the  seventh  count; 
together  with  the  assessment  of  damages  on  the  oth^r 
counts  (the  eighth  excepted).  Then,  the  arbitrator 
having  assessed  the  damages  separately,  even  if  one  count 
is  bad,  the  Court  will  not  arrest  the  judgment  in  toto,  but 
only  on  that  count.  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  seventh 
count  may  be  sustained.  The  promise  to  pay  is  nothing 
but  the  formal  inference  of  law  from  the  consideration 
stated,  vi£«,  the  work  and  materials  supplied  to  the  defen- 
dant ;  and  though  the  formal  assumpsit,  is  omitted,  the 
defect  may  be  considered  as  being  supplied  and  amended 
by  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit.  When  the  defendant  says, 
**  I  did  not  promise  as  in  that  count  mentioned,"  that  im- 
pliedly admits  that  the  count  contained  a  promise  which 
he  was  bound  to  negative.  After  verdict,  the  Court  will 
intend  that  a  promise  was  found  by  the  jury,  by  whom 
that  was  the  only  issue  to  be  tried.  It  can  hardly  be  re- 
quisite, after  verdict,  to  shew  that  the  necessary  construction 
of  the  words  imports  a  promise ;  if  it  can  be  implied  by 
any  means  from  them,  the  Court  will  intend  it.  For  that 
purpose  the  original  statement  at  the  commencement  of 
the  declaration,  that  the  defendant  was  summoned  to 
answer  in  an  action  on  promises^  may  be  called  in  aid : 
then  each  count,  by  its  commencement,  **  And  where- 
as," &c.,  applies  those  promises  to  the  several  considera- 
tions stated  in  the  several  counts.  The  conclusion  also, 
which  alleges,  that,  **  in  consideration  of  the  promises  re- 
spectively last-mentioned,*'  the  defendant  promised,  &c., 
is  a  statement  of  consideration  large  enough  to  include  a 
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promise  applying  to  the  seventh  count.  [Lord  Abin^  ^«cA.  ©/  Pfc«», 
ger,  C.  B. — But  you  confine  that  promise  in  terms  to  the 
considerations  stated  in  the  two  last  counts.]  A  debt 
incurred  for  funeral  expenses  could  not  well  form  a  consi- 
deration for  a  promise  to  pay  an  account  stated.  In  Swain 
V.  Lewis  {a),  this  Court  implied  a  similiter  from  the  word 
&c.  at  the  end  of  the  pleading.  There  are  various  old 
cases  in  which  it  is  laid  down»  that  allegations^  without  the 
proof  of  which  the  plaintiff  must  have  been  nonsuited, 
will  be  implied  after  verdict.  Thus,  in  Hitchens  v. 
Stevens  (b),  the  want  of  an  allegation  of  an  attornment  by 
the  defendant,  in  debt  for  rent  by  the  assignee  of  the 
reversion,  was  held  to  be  cured  by  verdict.  IParke,  B. — 
What  is  there  in  the  seventh  count  that  made  it  impera- 
tive  on  you  to  prove  that  the  materials  were  supplied  to 
be  paid  for  on  request?]  It  must  have  been  proved  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict.  [Parke,  B. — I  do  not 
know  that ;  you  are  only  bound  to  prove  what  you  aver  on 
the  record.  You  do  not  even  state  that  the  defendant 
was  indebted  to  pay  on  request:  it  is  quite  consistent  with 
your  statement,  that  he  was  to  pay  on  six  months'  credit. 
We  must  find  premises  stated  from  which  the  law  implies  a 
promise  to  pay  on  request.  The  effect  of  the  plea  is,  that 
the  defendant  denies  the  promise  in  the  places  where  you 
have  averred  it.  Aldereon,  B. — ^You  only  state  a  debi- 
tum,  not  solvendum  in  praesenti.] 

With  regard  to  the  misjoinder,  that  objection,  if  it  be 
good,  also  applies  to  the  seventh  count  only. 

Crincder,  contra. — The  seventh  and  ninth  counts  are 
clearly  misjoined.  The  latter  is  on  an  account  stated 
with  the  administratrix  in  her  representative  character ; 
but  the  seventh  is  founded  on  a  personal  contract,  subse- 
quent to  the  death  of  the  intestate.     [Parke,  B. — Cannot 

(a)  3  Dowl.  P.  G.  700.  (6)  T.  Raym.  487. 
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EmcH.  of  pum,  the  plaintiff  cure  it  by  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  on  the 

-'    seventh  count?]    It  is  too  late  after  verdict  to  say  that  he 

Hattek       will  take  his  judgment  on  a  particular  count,  having  gone 

Moat.       down  to  trial  without  entering  a  nolle  prosequi,  and  the 

verdict  having  been  taken  generally. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B« — ^The  arbitrator  was  to  assess  the 
damages  in  the  place  of  the  jury ;  we  must  take  his  certi- 
ficate, therefore,  as  a  finding  of  separate  damages  by  the 
jury  on  each  count.  A  general  verdict  vitiates  the  whole 
declaration,  only  because  we  cannot  separate  the  damages, 
and  tell  how  much  was  given  on  the  bad'  count.  Here 
that  is  done  by  the  certificate. 

Parke,  B. — ^We  can  arrest  the  judgment  on  the  seventh 
count  as  bad,  because  we  know  what  damages  were  given 
on  the  other  counts.  The  Court  has  only  to  deal  with 
the  record,  and  the  certificate  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of 
the  record. 

Judgment  arrested  on  the  seventh  count ; 
on  the  other  counts,  judgment  for  the 
plaintifi; 


The  notice  of 
allowance  of  a 
writ  of  error 
precludes  the 
plaintiff  from 
charging  a  de- 
fendant in  exe- 
cution, though 
the  defend- 
ant'i  affidavit 
does  not  state 
the  grounds  of 
error,  or  that 
bail  has  been 
duly  put  in. 


Marston  v.  Halls. 

jPeTERSDORPF  moved  to  charge  the  defendant  in 
execution. 

Wordsworth  opposed  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
had  had  notice  of  the  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error. 

Petersdorff  oh]ectedi  that  the  affidavit  in  opposition  was 
insufficient,  as  it  merely  stated  that  a  writ  of  error  had 
been  sued  out,  without  disclosing  the  grounds  of  error, 
or  stating  that  bail  in  error  had  been  duly  put  in. 
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Paekb»  B. — Then  I  think  you  must  make  an  appfication  £«*•  «/  ^<Mfi 
to  discharge  the  writ  of  error.  l¥bile  it  remains  unquaahed, 
it  paralyses  all  proceedings  towards  execution  on  the 
judgment.  If  it  was  irregulariy  sued  out,  you  should  move 
to  set  it  aside. 

Defendant  remanded. 


Babdbk  «•  Mary  db  Kevbrberg. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  on  an  ToAdeckration 
account  stated.— Pleas,  first,  the  general  issue;  secondly,  ^^^^^1;^^^ 
that  the  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  deUTered,the 

defendant 

promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  and  still  is  the  pleaded  her 
wife  of  one  Charles  WiUiam  Louis  Joseph,  Baron  de  ^S^piTe*d, 
Kererberg.    Replication  to  the  latter  plea,  that  the  said  |,^„^j^J*;|^' 
C.  W.  L.  J.  Baron  de  Keverberg  is  an  alien,  bom  in  foreign  aUen,  and  ne- 
parts  out  of  the  allegiance  of  our  lord  the  King,  and  within  tUa^Ungdom  i 
the  allegiance  of  a  foreign  state,  and  never  was  nor  is  a  j5*^^n^J!^ 
subject  of  our  lord  the  King  by  naturalisation,  denisa*  cmedtothe 

.  «  -  «     1  1  .  1  ^  -.irr    -r     V    «>  plaintiff;  and 

tioD,  or  otherwise;  and  that  the  said  C.  W.  L.  J.  Baron  the  promise waa 

de  K.  nerer  was  nor  is  withm  the  kingdom  of  Great  Bri-  defendanr,^' 

tarn  and  Ireland,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  the  causes  ^iy^^^^'^*^ 

of  action^  and  every  part  thereof,  in  the  declaration  men*  wiiite  she  Uved 

tionedy  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said  promise  was  H^^from 

made  by  the  defendant,  within  the  reaUn  of  England,  that  ^''''.''.";;^e  ^ 

is  to  say.  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  while  she,  the  defen-  woman, 

•^  ^  and  thattlie 

plaintiff  did  not 
ffift  any  credit  to  the  hnsband,  bat  contracted  with  the  defendant  as  a  feme  sole,  on  her  own 
oedit  and  responsibility  ;  and  that  she  made  the  promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as 
such  feme  scrie.  Rejoinder,  that  the  husband  was  not  an  alien,  nor  did  the  causes  of  action  accrue 
to  the  plaintiff*,  nor  was  the  promise  made  by  the  defendant,  while  she  lived  separate  and  apart 
froa  her  baabUMl  as  a  siogle  woman;  nor  did  the  plaintiff  contract  with  the  defendant  as  a  feme 
cole,  and  on  her  own  credit  and  responsibility,  nor  did  she  make  the  promise  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  ftc.,  on  which  issue  was  joined : — Held,  that  on  this  issue  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  that  the  defendant  represented  herself  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  feme 
aolc,  or  that  he  dealt  with  her  believing  her  to  be  such. 

lidd,  alK»,  that  evidence  of  the  defendant's  dealings  with  other  tradesmen,  to  whom  it  was 
alleged  she  had  held  herself  out  as  a  single  woman,  was  not  admissible,  unless  her  representa- 
tions to  them  were  so  made  as  to  come  to  the  plaintiff's  knowledge. 
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^^^i/'^''  ^^^^9  ^^^^  '^^  ^b®  B^^  realm  separate  and  apart  from  the 
said  C.  W.  L.  J.  Baron  de  K.,  as  a  single  woman ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give  any  credit  to  the  said  C.W. 
L.  J.  Baron  de  K.,  but|  on  the  contrary,  contracted  with 
the  defendant  as  a  feme  sole,  and  on  her  own  credit  and 
responsibility,  and  that  she,  the  defendant,  made  the  pro- 
mise in  the  delaration  mentioned  as  such  feme  sole.  Veri* 
fication.  Rejoinder,  that  the  C.  W.  L.  J.  Baron  de  K.  is 
not  an  alien  bom  in  foreign  parts,  &c.  &c.,  nor  did  the 
said  causes  of  action  accrue  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  was  the 
said  promise  made  by  the  defendant,  while  she  liyed  sepa- 
rate and  apart  from  the  said  C.  W.  L.  J.  Baron  de  K.,  as 
a  single  woman,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  contract  with  the  de- 
fendant as  a  feme  sole  and  on  her  sole  credit  and  respon- 
sibiUty,  nor  did  she  make  the  promise  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  &c. ;  on  which  issue  was 
joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Ga$elee,  J.,  at  the  last  Sussex 
Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  linen-draper  at  Worthing,  to  recover  the  price 
of  goods  supplied  in  1833  and  the  two  following  years  to 
the  defendant,  who  during  that  period  was  residing  in 
Worthing,  under  the  name  of  Madame  de  Keverberg.  The 
delivery  and  value  of  the  goods  having  been  proved,  the 
plaintiff  called  several  tradesmen,  lodging-house  keepers, 
&c.,  at  Littlehampton  and  Worthing,  with  whom  the  defen- 
dant had  had  dealings,  and  from  whom  she  had  hired 
houses  and  }odgings,  to  prove  that  she  had  not  made  any 
communication  to  them  of  the  fact  of  her  being  a  married 
woman;  and  it  did  not  appear  that  she  had  done  so,  ex- 
cept  in  one  instance,  when  taking  lodgings  of  a  Mrs. 
Littlefield,  in  which  she  was  shortly  afterwards  delivered 
of  a  child ;  when  she  stated  that  her  husband  was  resident 
abroad.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  defen- 
dant's counsel}  but  was  admitted  by  the  learned  Judge. 
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It  was  proved  also  that  the  husband  of  the  defendant,  the  ^''\^'''"' 

Baron  de  Keverberg,  was  a  foreigner,  resident  in  Holland, 

and  it  did  not  appear  that  he  had  ever  been  in  England* 

During  the  latter  part  of  the  period  above  mentioned,  the 

defendant  kept  a  school  in  Worthing.  The  learned  Judge 

left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  it  had  been  proved 

to  their  satisfaction  that  the  defendant  was  living  and 

obtained  credit  as  a  single  woman;  that,  if  she  was  a 

married  woman,  she  was  prim&  facie  not  responsible ;  and 

that  the  question  was  not  whether  people  had  never  heard 

and  did  not  know  of  her  being  married,  but  whether  she 

had  made  any  false  representation  that  she  was  a  single 

woman,  in  order  to  obtain  credit.     The  jury  found  a  ver* 

diet  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  75/* 

In  the  former  part  of  this  term,  Plati  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  that  the  evidence  of 
the  defendant's  contracts  with  other  persons  ought  not  to 
have  been  admitted,  and  also  that  the  verdict  was  con- 
trary to  the  evidence ;  against  which 

Thenger  and  Channel  now  shewed  cause. — The  verdict 
was  right.  The  evidence  sufficiently  shewed  that  the  de- 
fendant was  living  and  obtaining  credit  as  a  single  woman. 
[Parhet  B. — There  was  no  evidence  at  all  that  the  plain* 
tiff  contracted  with  her  as  a  feme  sole;  therefore  it  be- 
comes a  question  whether  the  facts  of  her  husband  being 
an  alien,  and  never  having  been  in  this  country,  are  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover.  Alder$on,  B. — To 
support  your  replication,  you  must  make  out  not  only  that 
she  had  the  capacity  to  contract,  but  that  she  did  actually 
contract,  as  a  feme  sole.]  There  was  no  evidence,  but 
that  of  the  statement  to  the  witness  Littlefield  when  the 
defendant  was  enceinte,  which  went  to  shew  that  she  did 
not  deal  as  a  person  capable  of  contracting  for  herself. 
[Parke^  B. — If  evidence  of  her  dealings  with  other  par- 
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^^'^•^^''•^  ties  was  admissible,  it  could  only  be  so  on  the  ground 

-■     of  her  having  represented  herself  to  them  as  a  feme  sole 

Bakobm       so  as  it  might  reach  the  plaintiflTs  ears.]    It  could  not  be 

Kbtbrbbro,  necessary,  in  order  to  charge  her  as  a  feme  sole,  to  prove 
that  she  actually  made  false  representations  that  she  was 
so:  it  resulted  from  her  position  and  circumstances,  that, 
if  she  did  not  state  herself  to  be  a  married  woman,  she 
virtually  represented  herself  as  a  feme  sole.  [Parker  B. — 
To  make  a  married  woman  liable  as  a  feme  sole,  you  must 
prove  either  that  the  plamtiff  contracted  with  her  after 
notice,  or  that  she  represented  herself  as  a  feme  sole.  In 
this  replication,  you  have  taken  upon  you  to  prove  the 
latter ;  you  have  averred  that  she  contracted  as  a  feme 
sole  on  her  own  credit  and  responsibility*  That  means 
that  she  represented  herself  as  such  by  her  words  or  her 
conduct  Alderson,  B, — All  that  the  defendant  is  proved 
to  have  done  she  would  have  done  in  either  case;  how 
does  it  make  out  affirmatively  that  she  held  herself  out  as 
a  single  woman  ?  If  you  had  averred  that  she  dealt  as  a 
married  woman,  the  evidence  would  equally  have  proved 
that.  Parke,  B* — Supposing  the  replication  good,  although 
I  have  a  strong  opinion  that  it  is  not,  (because  the  cases 
in  which  the  wife  has  been  held  liable,  her  husband  being 
abroad,  apply  only  where  he  is  civiliter  mortuus  (a) ;)  you 
are  bound  under  it  to  make  out  that  the  husband  was  an 
alien,  that  he  was  resident  abroad,  and  never  in  this  country 
— ^which  facts  are  now  admitted ;  and  also  that  the  defen* 
dant  represented  herself  as  a  feme  sole,  or  that  the  plain- 
tiff dealt  with  her  believing  her  to  be  a  feme  sole.  The 
law  does  not  make  her  liable  as  such,  merely  because  her 
husband  is  an  alien  and  continually  abroad.]  The  law 
gives  her  the  capacity  to  contract,  and  when  she  does 
contract,  she  becomes  personally  liable  by  reason  of  her 

(a)  See  Roper's  Husband  and  Wife,  VoL  2,  p.  121. 
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position.  In  Kay  v.  Duchess  of  Pienne{a),  Lord  EUen^  ^^^ioq/'^' 
borough^  differing  from  Lord  Kenyan^  expressed  an  opi- 
nion that  the  wife  might  be  8uq<).m  a  feme  sole^  if  the 
husband  was  an  alien,  and  bad  never  been  in  this  country.  - 
iParie,  B. — There  must  have  beeasome  misapprehension 
of  what  hord.Elletiborough  said  in  that  case,  or  his  Lord- 
ship must  have  been  in  error,  because  he  refers,  to  the 
case  of  Derry  v.  Duehess  of  Mazarine,  (b)  in  support  of 
his  proposition,  whereas  that  was  the  case  of  the  wife  of 
an  aBen  enemy ^  who  could  not  be  in  England  Jawfully — 
analogous  to  the  case  of  the  wife  of  a  person  transported.] 
The  rejoinder  in  this  case,  taken  altogether,  may  be  pro- 
perly construed  to  put  in  issue  thus  much  only — that  the 
plaintiff^,  contracting  with  the  defendant  in  fact,  cnqtracted 
with  her  on  her  own  sole  credit,  not  having  given  credit 
to  her  husband.  [Parke,  B. — ^You  are  to  prove  that  she 
made  the  promise  mentioned  in  the  declaration  as  a  feme 
sole.] 

The  Court  recommended  a  stet  processus,  which  the 
defendant's  counsel  declining  to  accede  to,  the  rule  was 
made  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  intimating  that 
the  plaintiff*  might  make  an  application  to  amend  the  re- 
plication without  payment  6f  costs. 

'    Rule  absolute. 


Piatt  and  Ogle  appeared  to  support  the  rule. 
(o)3Caiiipb.  123.    ^       (6)  I  Ld.  Raym.  147. 


Doe  rf.  Threlfall  r.  Ward. 

IS VTT  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge  the  defendant  a  defendant  re- 
in  this  cause  out  of  custody,  under  the  48  Geo.  S,  c.  1«3.  «ti?„tt'«. 

lendar  months, 
*  for  the  nomiittl 

damages  in  efectment,  and  the  costs,  is  endtled  to  his  diKharga  under  the  48  Geo.  S,  c.  13.1. 

VOL.  II.  F         *  II,  y^^ 
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'^^a'^  b«  haviog  lab  m  prison  for  the  costs  of  the  cause,  which 

V     y     /     were  under  801^  for  upwards  of  twelve  calendar  months. 

^*        The  only  question  was,  whether  a  judgment  in  ejectment 

THmBLFALL     wss  a  judgment  *'  for  any  debt  or  damages/  within  the 

Ward.       mesning  of  the  statute.  He  referred  to  Doe  v.  — :—  («), 

in  which  PaUesom,  J.,  ruled  that  it  was,  and  also  to 

another  case  which  had  recently  been  similarly  decided 

by  Paiietom,  J.,  and   Coleridge,  J.,  at  chambers,  and 

which  was  aftnrwards  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  King's 

Bench  (b). 

Cowlmg  appeared  to  shew  cause  in  the  first  instance, 
in  case  the  question  could  be  considered  as  open  to  him. 
[Parkei  B. — ^We  had  little  or  no  doubt  on  the  subject,  but 
the  Court  desired  the  matter  to  be  mentioned  again 
before  the  rule  granted  the^other  day  was  made  ab* 
solute  (c).] 

Lord  Abimobr,  C.  B. — ^Is  not  a  judgment  in  ejectment 
forjdamages  and  costs  ?  I  do  not  see  that  its  being  only 
for  a  shilling  damages  makes  any  difference. 

Parke,  B.— I  think  we  must  follow  the  record,  and 
the  judgment  is  undoubtedly  for  damages. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  69.  Uoyd^  in  wlucb  %  nmiUr  rule  was 

(6)  See  Do€  y.  ReynMs,  10  B.  granted,  and  made  absolute  witk- 

&  Gr.  481,  contriL  out  argument,  no    cause  bong 

(c)  His  Lordship  referred  to  a  shewn. 

ease  of  Doe  d.  Lord  CarringUm  v. 
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Salter  f>.  Yates.  - 

jL  his  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour^  To  «n  action  of 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  builder's  bill.    The  SSJrcPJbm.* 
particnl&rs  of  demand  claimed  the  sum  of  104/.  12*.     The  t^*  pwticulaii 

of  demand  being 

defendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  sum  of  30/.,  payment  before   1042.  ]2<.,the 
action  brought;  and,  as  to  the  further  sum  of  45/.|  pay-  pJeaded°w- 
ment  of  that  sum  into  Court:  to  which  the  plaintiff  re-  «entof30/. 

'  beiore  action 

plied  damages  ultra.  The  cause  came  on  for  trial  In  brought,  and 
East^  term  last,  and  was  then  referred  to  the  arbitration  Court  of  45(. 
of  a  surveyor,  who  was  to  measure  and  value  the  work  ^u^'^^*J.*. 
done  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  certify  for  whom  and  for  fe"***  *^  Nm 

t  .  .    Prlus  to  a  8ur- 

what  sum  the  verdict  was  to  be  entered :  no  order  of  Nisi  veyor,  who  was 
Priua  was  drawn  up.  The  jury  process  was  teturnable  in  vaiueole^piaTn- 
Trinity  term.  In  October  following,  the  arbitrator  deli-  Jf J^Jfy  for""* 
vered  in  his  certificate,  in  the  following  terms : — "I  hereby  ^i>om  »nd  for 
certify  that  I  am  of  opinion  that  74/.  Is.  is  a  fair  and  pro-  the  verdict 
per  sum  to  be  paid  hy  Mr.  Yates  to  Mr.  Salter."  The  St  no  order 
associate  thereupon  entered  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  ofNisiPrius 

-      .^.  m  1    t   1.  *    t  ,  .  beingdrawnup. 

for  S9l.  7«.,  and  delivered  the  postea  to  his  attorney.  HecertiSed 

that  he  was  of 
^^  opinion  that 

Keliff  had  mKaniM  R  rul6  to  shew  cause  why  the  ver-  74(.  7«.  was  a 

diet  should  not  be  entered  for,  and  the  postea  delivered  ^^"^6^  pSi 

to,  the  defendant  j  contending  that  the  certificate  amounted  !lS*^**^Ji^' 

to  a  finding  that  the  pUintiff's  whole  demand  amounted  thu  amounted 

1     .     *t  j*mAw  m  to  a  ▼erdict  for 

only  to  the  sum  of  74f«  7#.  the  defendant. 

The  Court  re- 

Hmtfrty  now  shewed  cause. — Whatever  the  arbitra-  aside  the  cer-i 
tor  might  have  meant  by  his  certificate^  it  is  by  necessary  Jfo^^dTh^  tt 
construction  an  award  in  fgivour  of  the  pkdntiff.    It  must  '>'"  oMde  some 

_  _  ,  _  ,  •    ,  ,        months  after 

be  taken  to  have  reference  to  the  state  of  the  cause  at  the  the  jury  process 
time  of  the  submission,  at  which  time  30/.  only  had  been  IL'^pkhlTff^not 
actually  paid  \  and  the  issue  was,  whether  45/.  was  a  suf-  having  with- 

^  ^        ^  drawn  from  the 

ficient  Mm  to  cover  the  rest  of  the  plaintiff's  claim*  Then  reference  on 
the  arbitrator  says,  thtt  74/»  7«.  is  a  fair  sum  io  be  paid  '  *^  ^^^ 
to  the  plaintifll^— that  is,  to  satisfy  the  umatisfitd  part  of 

f2 
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Exeh.  qfPleai, 
1836. 

Salter 

V, 

Yates. 


his  claim.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — The  defendant  con- 
strues that  sum  to  include  the  whole  sum  that  ever  was  to 
be  paid ;  and  it  appears  to  me,  on  the  face  of  the  certi- 
ficate, that  he  is  right.  Nothing  is  submitted  to  the 
arbitrator  but  the  value  of  the  work.  Gumey^  B. — 
Surely  it  is  the  valuation  of  the  whole  work ;  he  does  not 
say  *'  remaining  to  be  paid."  Parke ,  B. — If  you  are  to 
take  the  certificate  literally,  you  are  entitled  to  74/.  7#. 
beyond  the  SOL  and  the  45/.]  It  is  to  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  time  of  action  brought,  being  equiva- 
lent to  a  verdict  given  by  the  jury.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.B. — 
I  think  it  may  be  collected  on  the  face  of  the  certificate 
alone,  that  it  was  meant  to  comprehend  all  that  ever  was 
payable,  because  else  he  would  have  deducted  the  45/L  as 
well  as  the  SOL  Parke^  B. — You  did  not  claim  the  sum 
of  74/.  7«.  at  the  time  of  the'  reference ;  then  the  only 
alternative  is,  that  the  certificate  must  be  taken  to  refer  to 
the  sum  due  at  the  time  of  action  brought,  or  to  the  whole 
value*  Now,  what  is  there  to  fix  it  to  the  time  of  action 
brought  ?] 

Then,  secondly,  the  certificate,  not  being  made  within 
the  period  at  which  the  jury  process  was  returnable, 
was  ineffectual  altogether.  In  such  a  case  the  arbitator 
stands  in  the  place  of  the  jury  ;  his  award  is  in  fact  the 
verdict  of  the  jury.  When  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  is  drawn 
up,  it  is  to  meet  this  very  difficulty.  [^Parke^  B.rr-It  is 
impossible  that  it  could  have  been  the  intention  of  these 
parties  that  the  certificate  should  be  in  place  of  the  ver- 
dict, and  be  made  at  the  same  time ;  the  arbitrator  was  to 
have  a  reasonable  time  to  ascertain  the  amount  by  measure 
and  value.] 


Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  we  could  not  with  pro- 
priety set  aside  the  certificate  for  this  defect,  without  an 
affidavit  on  your  part  that  you  withdrew  from  the  refer- 
ence on  this  groimd. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Reads  v.  Dutton  an^  Others. 

A.  RULE  nisi  having  been  obtained  for  an  attachment  WhereacmuM 
for  non-performance  of  an  award  made  in  this  cause,  ^  ![!^^umtort, 

with  power  to 

fVightman  shewed  for  cause,  that  the  appointment  of  ^JUJ^^SSd, 
a  third  arbitrator  wa3  invalid,  and  the  award  therefore  theiwirdtoba 

made  by  a  day 

could  not  be  enforced  by  attachment    By  the  submis-  named,  or  rach 

don,  the  cause  was  referred  to  two  arbitrators,  with  power  2key  «•  Ly^two 

to  them  to  appoint  a  third;  the  award  to  be  made  " on  or  ^'*f^  ^ndSe 

before  the  first  day  of  Easter  term  then  next,  or  on  such  two  originaUy 


other  day  as  they  the  said  arbitrators,  or  any  two  ofihemt  "^^mfat 
should  appoint."*    It  appeared  that  the  time  was  enlarged  ^^^J^ 
by   the  two  originally  named,  before  they  appointed  the  they  appointed 
third.     He  objected  that  this  was  not  in  accordance  with  Htidt  that  this 
the  submission,  which  contemplated  that  there  should  be  Tniargemen^^ 
two  out  of  the  three  to  enlarge  the  time,  not  the  first  two  •»**  that  the 

^  '  award  made  by 

only ;  and  referred  to  a  case  of  Hughes  v.  Gameit  (a),  in  tlie  three  could 
the  King's  Bench,  Michaelmas  Term,  1822,  in  which  the  ^^^^''^ 
point  was  so  decided. 

Chamilessg  in  support  of  the  rule,  urged,  in  the  first 
place,  that  the  objection  was  too  late  at  this  stage  of 
the  proceedings.  The  party  ought  to  have  resisted  the 
further  prosecution  of  the  reference,  and  not  to  have 
allowed  the  three  to  make  the  award.  [Parke^B. — It 
does  not  follow  that  he  may  not  be  bound  by  the  award, 
because  there  may  have  been  a  new  submission  by  parol, 
but  it  cannot  be  enforced  by  an  attachment.]  In  a  case 
In  the  matter  of  Hick  (6),  the  subsequent  appearance  of 
the  parties  before  the  arbitrators  was  held  a  waiver  of  a 
similar  invalidity. 

Parke,  B. — That  was  on  an  application  to  set  aside  the 

(0)  Not  reported.  (b)  8  Taunt.  604. 
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Exeh.  rfPi€9h  awards  which  makes  all  the  difference.     We  cannot  grant 
^     an  attachment,  unless  the  award  was  made  in  pursuance 


V. 
DUTTOM. 


Rbaob        ofthe  rule  of  Court. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring, 

Rule  discharged. 


AifDiRsoN  «.  Johnson. 

Tkcdeoianttion  AsSUMPSIT  on  a  Ml!  of  exchange,  in  which  the  com- 
commtnocnent  mencement  and  conclusion  of  the  declaration  were  as  fol- 
puintiff  was^    ^^^*  • — '*  Gcorge  Douglas  Alderson,  a  debtor  to  our  Lord 

debtof  tothe      the  King,  cometh  before  the  Barons  of  his  Majesty's  Ex- 
King,  ftc,  and     ,  ,  -, 
ooBciudtd  with   chequer,  on  &c.,  by  Joseph  H.  Turner,  bis  attorney,  and 

ciauMraTin  tSbe  gi^os  the  Barons  here  to  understand  and  be  informed,  that, 

l^uw  •'"dai  ^^^  ^^  suing  out  of  the  writ  in  this  suit,  and  before  this 

d«Bttrr«r,  that  day,  to  wit  &e.,  one  William  Bracey  Kent,  who  was  to- 

waa  suffldent,  gcthev  with  the  Said  G.  D.  Alderson  named  in  the  said  writ 

•nroi^MM  ^^  ^  plaintiff*in  this  suit,  died,  to  wit  &c.,  and  the  said  G.  D. 

only,  and  that  Alderson  then  survived  him,  which  the  defendant  doth  not 

the  proper 

coarse  was  for  deny,  but  admits  the  same  to  be  true ;  wherefore  the  sud 

to\ave*obtdn.  G.  D.  Aldcrson,  by  his  said  attorney,  complains  of  Wl- 

to  itaik^ru?*  ^**™  Johnson,  the  defendant  in  this  suit,  present  here  in 

the  superfluous  Court  the  ssmc  S4th  day  of  October,  &c.,  in  an  action  on 

matter. 

promises :  For  that  whereas,  &c.** — concluding  **  To  the 
damage  ofthe  plaintiff  of  60/.,  whereby  he  is  the  less  able 
to  satbfy  our  said  Lord  the  King  the  debts  which  he 
owes  his  Majesty  at  his  said  Exchequer,  and  therefore  he 
brings  his  suit,  &c.*' 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  **  that  the  com- 
mencement  and  conclusion  of  the  declaration  improperly 
state  the  ancient  and  now  abolished  fiction  of  the  plaintiff 
being  a  debtor  to  the  King,  with  a  quo  minus  conclusion, 
which  was  necessary  to  have  maintained  such  an  action  in 
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the  King's  Court  of  Exchequer ;  ud  also,  that  the  decia-  ^*^[^^' 
ration  is  improper  in  stating  the  plaintiff  to  be  a  debtor  to 
our  Lord  the  King,  with  a  quo  minus  conclusioni  and  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  form  prescribed  and  in  force  for 
commencements  and  conchisions  of  declarations  in  the  Ex- 
cbcquer.** 

Crawder,  in  support  of  tlie  demurrer. — ^The  commence- 
ment and  conclusion  here  are  bad  in  form.  [Lord  Abim* 
ger,  C.  B. — ^Is  not  the  statement  that  he  is  less  aUe,  Sfc, 
mere  surplusage  ?]  No :  this  is  a  special  demurrer^  and 
the  statement  is  informal.  The  general  rules  of  Court, 
Michaelmas  Term^  3  Will.  4^  give  a  specific  forlni  which 
ought  to  be  adopted,  and  this  is  aa  attempt  to  continue  or 
rewiwe  the  forms  which  have  been  abolished.  It  is  not 
merely  an  addition  to  the  prescribed  form,  which  might  be 
surplusage,  but  does  not  pursue  it  at  all,  and  is  therefore 
bad  on  special  demurrer. 

WaUimgeTf  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  AniMGBR,  C.  B. — ^This  is  matter  of  form  which 
does  not  aSect  the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  and  is  merely 
surplusage. 

Parkb,  B. — ^It  is  only  surplusage. 

Aldsbsou,  B. — ^The  proper  course  would  have  been  to 
have  gone  before  a  judge  at  chambers,  to  strike  out  the 
superfluoos  matter. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Bxeh.  of  PUmt, 
1836. 


A  decUnitioa 


casvs  in  the  exchbqueri 

Putney  v.  Swann. 
ixSSUMPSIT. — The  declaration  contained  two  counts* 

roSSf^f a  wu    ^**®  *"*  ^^  ^"  *  ^^^  ^^  exchange,  by  the  payee  against* 
of  exchange       the  acceptor ;  the  second  was  on  an  account  stated.     The 
ceptor,  and  a     defendant  pleaded  that  he  did  not  accept  the  said  bill  of 
anMwwTtrtat-  ©xchange  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned.     To   the 
ed.  Thedcfen-  second  couht  there  was  no  plea.     Special  demurrer,  as- 

dant  pleaded         .      .  r  r  » 

that  he  did  not   signing  for  causc,  that  the  plea  did  not  linswer  the  whole 
onochange  in    ^^  ^^^  declaration.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

the  declaration 
mentioned,  tak- 
ing no  notice  of      FrandUon,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^According  to 

the  account       the  ninth  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  4  Will.  4,  this  must  be  taken 

tha?theptea*'    ^^  ^^  a  plea  to  the  whole  declaration.  That  rule  provides, 

was  bad  on  ape-  that,  *'  in  a  plea  intended  to  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole 

cial  demurrer* 

action  generally,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  use  any  alle- 
gation of  actionem  non,  or  to  the  like  effect,  or  any  prayer 
of  judgment;  and  all  pleas  pleaded  without  such  formal 
parts  as  aforesaid  shall  be  taken,  unless  otherwise  express- 
ed, as  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole  action."  [Parke,  B. — 
It  Ib  *^  in  bar  of  the  action*'  instead  of  **  the  further  main- 
tenance of  the  action ;"  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  rule. 
That  rule  has  no  application  to  this  case.}  Then,  accord- 
ing to  the  inclination  of  opinion  expressed  by  the  Court 
•  in  the  case  of  Worley  v.  Harrison  (a),  the  plea  is  bad,  as 
not  answering  the  whole  of  the  declaration.  In  giving 
judgment  in  that  case,  Liiiledale,  J.,  though  he  spoke  of 
another  objection,  on  which  the  case  was  determined,  says, 
''  As  to  the  first  objection,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that 
the  first  plea,  though  it  expressly  refers  to  the  first  count, 
and  answers  that  only,  is  pleaded  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion." And  Patteson,  J.,  says,  **  I  wish  not  to  be  supposed 
to  think  that  it  is  not  a  good  ground  of  special  demurrer; 


(a)  3  Ado].  &  £U.  669 ;  5  Ner.  &  Man.  173. 
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siiice,  if  the  first  were  the  only  plea  on  the  record,  it  could  ExOl  rf  PUa»; 
hardly  be  considered  so  necessarily  confined  to  the  first 
count,  as  that  the  plaintiff  might  sign  judgment  for  want  of 
a  plea  to  the  second.  I  can  conceive,  though  with  some 
difficulty^  a  case  in  which  a  plea,  in  the  same  form  as  the 
first  plea  here,  would  answer  more  counts  than  one." 
[Parke^  B. — Your  objection  is,  that  this  plea  is  in  form 
pleaded  to  the  whole  of  the  declaration.  You  say,  that, 
**  if  a  plea  begin  with  an  answer  to  th^  whole  declaration, 
but  in  truth  the  matter  pleaded  is  only  an  answer  to  part, 
the  whole  plea  is  bad,  and  the  plaintiff  may  demur ,** 
as  Mr.  Serjeant  Williams  states  in  his  notes  to  Saunders, 
28,  n.  S.]  In  Vere  v.  Ooldsborough  (a),  where  the  decla- 
ration contained  two  counts,  one  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  the  acceptor,  and  another  on  an  account  stated; 
the  defendant,  without  a  rule  to  plead  several  matters, 
pleaded  that  he  did  not  accept  the  bill,  and  for  a  further 
plea  that  he  did  not  account.  The  Court  held  that  the  in- 
formality of  omitting  to  confine  each  plea  to  the  count 
to  which  it,  applied,  did  not  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  sign 
judgment.  There  Tindal,  C.  J.  says,  **  I  think  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  demurred  specially,  and  not  have  taken 
upon  himselfto  sign  judgment.  The  defendant  has  fallen 
into  a  breach  of  the  rules  of  pleading  rather  than  of  prac- 
tice; and  the  question,  if  necessary,  might  have  been 
raised  upon  special  demurrer.^  Therefore  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  could  not  have  signed  judgment. 

Chadmcke  Jbnes^  contra. — ^This  plea  is  not  and  does 
not  profess  to  be  an  answer  to  the  whole  declaration ;  and, 
the  second  count  not  being  answered,  the  plaintiff  ought 
to  have  signed  judgment.  The  case  of  Vere  v.  Goldg- 
borough  18  anything  but  a  decision  on  this  point. 

FranciUon  was  heard  in  reply. 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  363;  1  Scott,  265.         'V 
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PkMf  Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — There  must  in  this  case  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  could  not  have 
agned  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea,  as  the  plea  is 
pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration.  If  the  defendant  in- 
tended to  confine  his  plea  to  the  first  count  only,  he  ought 
to  have  so  framed  it :  it  must  otherwise  be  inferred  that 
he  intends  to  answer  the  whole  declaration. 

Pabkb,  B. — This  plea  does  not  profess  to  be  confined 
to  one  particular  count,  and  therefore  it  must  be  taken  to 
be  an  answer  to  the  whole  declaration.  The  object  of 
the  nmth  rule  has  been  misconstrued,  and  I  am  satisfied 
it  has  no  bearing  on  such  a  case  as  the  present.  Its  ob- 
ject was  to  prevent  unnecessary  statements  being  made  in 
the  introductory  parts  of  the  pleadings.  It  is  to  be  un- 
derstood as  applying  to  a  plea  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  whole 
action,  as  contradistinguished  from  a  plea  in  bar  of  the 
further  maintenance  of  the  action.  It  did  not  mean  to 
affect  the  ordinary  rules  of  pleading. 

Aldeb^ion,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Brooks  v.  Elkins. 

An  instrument    ASSUMPSIT  for  money  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 

fofSlf 'MIA "*  plaintiff    The  defendant  pleaded  a  set-off. 

9"^^'}},^^'       At  the  trial  befi>re  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Lon- 

I.  O.  U.  202.,  to  ^ 

be  paid  on  th.*    don  sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  defendant,  to  prove 
w.^B.^'^re-       his  set»off,  gave  in  evidence  the  following  document-^ — 

quiret  a  stamps 

either  as  a  pro-  •«  1 1  th  October,  18S  i . 

niiHory  note* 

or  aa  an  agree-        "  I.  O.  U.  SO/,  to  be  paid  on  the  SSnd  instant, 
i:^*'  "W.Brooks." 

tJTSu^^o/       '^  ^*®  objected  that  this  was  not  admissible  in  evidence, 
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inasmuch  as  it  was  not  stamped,  and  that  it  ought  to  have  Mack,  pf  Pim$, 
been  stamped  as  a  promissory  note.  The  learned  Judge 
however  received  it  in  evidence,  giving  the  plaintiff  leave 
to  move  to  increase  the  damages,  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  it  required  to  be  stamped,  and  was  not 
therefore  admissible  in  evidence.  The  pluntiff  reco- 
vered a  verdict  for  95A,  the  jury  deducting  the  SO/, 
for  the  I.  O.  U. 

Maukf  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  to  increase 
the  damages.— This  is  not  the  case  of  an  ordinary  I.  O.  U., 
which,  being  nothing  but  a  bare  admission  of  a  debt,  u  evi- 
dence only  from  which  the  law  will  imply  a  promise  to  pay 
the  money.  But  this  coutaios  an  exprtss  promise  to  pay 
the  money  on  a  day  certain,  and  is  in  effect  a  promissory 
note,  and  ought  to  have  been  stamped  as  such.~The 
Court  haviog  granted  a  rule  nisi, 

Erie  now  shewed  cause. — It  is  quite  clear  that  an 
I.  O.  U.  does  not  require  a  stamps  and,  if  so,  why  should 
the  simply  adding  "  to  be  paid  on  a  given  day'*  reader,  a 
stamp  necessary  ?  The  ordinary  I.  O.  U.  shews  that  the 
parties  stand  in  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  and 
thb  does  no  more.  [Parke^  B. — A  case  may  be  put  very 
dose  to  this,  **  I,0«U.  SOL,  to  be  paid  pn  demand.'*  The 
question  is,  whether  it  imports  a  promise.  If  it  does,  it 
requires  a  stamp.] 

Per  Curiam. — Thb  is  either  a  promissory  note,  to  con- 
stitute which  no  particular  form  of  words  is  requisite ;  or 
it  is  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  money  above  the 
smn  of  101. ;  and  in  either  view  of  the  case  it  requires  a 

stamp. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(4)  See  Gr0m  v.  Vmneit  4  B.  1^  Gr.  235 1  sod  Mmii  v.  JDunM, 
K.  B.  Essler  Term,  18d$.  / 


V* 
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Egeh.  rf  Pleat, 
1836. 

^^      ""  HcALE  V.  Curtis. 

Where  imie      -i-N  this  case  Tkomas  had  obtained  a  rule  for  judgment 

notice  of  trial 

beiog  shewn  MettoT  shewed  cause. — Wingrove  v.  Hodgson  (a)  is 

oonntryauiM) I  ^^  authority  that  this  application  was  made  too  early. 
^Beid,  that  it  Here  issue  was  joined  on  the  10th  of  May,  which  was  in 
to  apply  for  the  vaoation  after  Easter  Term,  and  no  notice  of  trial  has 
cMeof  anool'^  heen  given.  The  plaintiff  is  therefore  too  early  in  apply- 
tembuJone***  ing  for  judgment  in  Michaelmas  Term. 

after  iarae 

Thomas,  contr&. — It  was  held  in  Williams  v.  Ed- 
wards (6),  that,  in  a  country  cause,  where  issue  is  joined  in 
Easter  Vacation,  the  defendant  may  move  in  Michaelmas 
Term  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  It  dises  not 
appear  that  this  is  not  a  country  cause. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^It  is  not  shewn  that  it  is  a 
country  cause.    The  application  is  too  early. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  379.  (b)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  683. 


Reed  r.  Spukr,  Administratbr. 

Apieabfpiene  X'O  an  action  of  assumpsit,  the  defendant  pleaded 
does'not^^  plcue  administravit,  but  the  plea  was  not  signed  by 
'^i^'Hb^        counsel,  and  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment. 

ael. 

Mansel  now  moved  to  set  that  judgment  aside  for  irre- 
gularity.— He  referred  to  Tidd's  Practice,  9th  edit*  671, 
to  shew,  that,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
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King's  Bench,  this  was  a  common  plea,  which  need  not  be  Etch,  of  Piea», 
signed  by  counsel  The  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  2  Will  4,  v_lf^ 
No.  107,  only  refers  to  pleadings  which  conclude  to  the 
country,  and  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  Mr.  Tidd  enu- 
merates many  instances  of  pleas  which  conclude  with  a 
verification,  as  not  being  necessary  to  be  signed  by  counsel ; 
as,  this  plea  of  plene  administravit,  solvit  ad  diem,  and 
comperuit  ad  diem. 

Sewell  Bhevfed  cause  in  the  first  instance.— Thb  plea 
ought  to  have  been  signed.  Where  a  plea  traverses 
matter  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  concludes  to  the 
country,  it  need  not  be  signed  by  counsel.  But,  where  the 
plea  introduces  new  matter,  it  must  conclude  with  a  veri- 
fication, and  requires  the  signature  of  counsel.  This  plea 
concludes  vnth  a  veriBcation.  In  Maeher  v.  Billing  (a), 
it  was  held  that  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  required 
to  be  signed  by  counsel.  According  to  the  practice  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  it  ought,  to  be  so  signed. 
IParie,  B. — iThis  ought  to  have  been  provided  for  by  the 
new  rules.] 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — We  must  follow  the  practice 
stated  by  the  Master,  which  is,  that  this  plea  does  not 
require. counsel's  signature. 

Parkb,  Be — This  Court  follows  the  practice  of  the 
King's  Bench.  The  judgment  is  irregular,  and  must  be 
set  aside  with  costs. 

Rule  absolute  with  costs. 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  6J7. 
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Clark  v.  Chamberlain* 
A  Tetwi  haviog  XrOVER  Iot  oertaio  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit^  two 

run  ashore  on  _  _  ,  .  «         «  i 

the  coast  of  Rf-  ancDoni  two  hawsers,  and  two  cablssi  ftc.,  tM  property 
r/'the^'otTn^T^  of  the  plaintiff  Pleas-First,  not  guilty*  Seomidly,  as 
ofa  smack,  who  to  the  Said  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  except 

put  down  an 

anchor  and  a     as   to  onc  anchor  and  one  hawser,  that,  the  plaintiff 

hawser  attached  invt  «  <*i«  i> 

tothevcMiftr  was  not  lawfully  possessed,  as  of  his  own  property,  of 
^uril^tr!^  the  g^ods  and  chattels  hi  the  dechration  mentioned,  or 
The  smack  then  any  of  them,  modo  et  form&.    Thirdly,  that,  before  the 

left  her  for  the       ,_    _  .    .  ^    -  .  .        ,  . ,    , 

purpose  of  car-  tuQc  of  the  committing  of  the  grievances  in  the  said  de- 
Mmf  orh/r  claration  mentioned  in  respect  of  the  said  anchor  and 
stores,  with  the  hawser,  parcel  &c«i  the  said  anchor  and  hawser  had  been 

intenuon  how-  '  *^ 

ever  of  return-  and  wero  parted  with  and  left  by  a  certain  ship  or  vessel 

e?of  anot^her*  of  the  plaintiff,  on  a  certain  coast  of  this  kingdon,  to  wit^ 

JT^teTTJ^,  ***^  ^^^^^  ^^  *®  county  of  Essex,  and  being  so  parted 

and  finding  no  with  and  left  thereupon,  had  been  and  were  taken  up  and 

one  in  or  near         _  •  «  i  •  i  . 

the  vessel,  and  taken  possesMon  of  at  sea,  on  the  said  coast,  by  one 
l^lu^^o^k^'  Thomas  Mills  and  other  persons,  who  thereupon  after- 
away  the  anchor  wards,  and  upon  and  after  their  arrival  at  a  certain  port 

andhawser,and  ,  "^  .  i»<r^i. 

deUvered  them  in  the  Said  couuty  of  Esscx,  to  Wit,  the  port  of  Colchester, 
XT-a'drnM^'of  being  the  port  at  which  they  firtft  arrived  wkh  such  ar- 
SlaTdiTandfor  ^^^  *^  found  as  aforcsaid,  and  before  the  committing  of 
and  hawser  the  Said  grievances,  as  to  the  said  anchor  and  hawser, 
with,  or  left  and  parcel  &c«,  to  wit,  OH  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  accord- 
^in^^'  ing  to  and  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  a  certain 
?'?"i*!§^^!!''  statute  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  held  in  the 
c.  75,  s.  1.  and  1st  and  Snd  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King 
▼ioe-aiknirai*'^^  Geo.  4th,  and  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  duly 
indetoiito*'**'**  delivered  the  said  anchor  and  hawser  into  and  deposited 

them  until  sal- 
vage was  paid,  or  security  given  for  its  payment 
The  deputy  viee-admiral,  who  received  the  anchor  and  hawser,  alleged  to  have  been  l^  at  tea,  from 
the  finder,  refused,  on  application  by  the  real  owner,  to  deliver  them  up  until  the  salvage  was  paid, 
or  security  given  for  the  payment  of  it : — Held,  that  this  was  a  conversion  :  but  that,  if  he 
had  merely  refused  to  deliver  them  up  until  it  was  ascertained  whether  salvage  was  due  or  not,  it 
would  not  have  amounted  to  a  conversion. 
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Uie  Batne  in  the  proper  jJaoe  appointed  by  the  right  Js«ft-  ^  Pftm, 

honorable  Henry  Viseount  Maynard,  then  and  still  being     .  ^^  . 

▼ioe-adniiral  of  the  said  county  of  Essex  and  maritime        Clakk 

parts  thereof  and  to  the  same  adjoining,  as  such  vice^-  Chavbbklain. 

miral  aa  aforesaid,  for  safe  custody,  until  the  same  should 

be  claimed  by  the  owner  or  owners  thereof,  or  his,  her, 

or  their  agent  or  agents,  and  the  salvage,  together  with 

sneh  other  diarges  and  expenses  aa  are  in  the  said  act 

directed  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  such  articles,  should  be 

paid  by  him  or  them,  or  security  given  for  the  payment 

tbereofto  the  satis&dion  of  the  salvors  thereof.  And  the 

defendant  further  says,  that  Charles  George  Parker,  Esq. 

beiiig  tfacB  and  still  deputy  of  the  said  vice^dmiral,  in 

his  said  office  of  vice«dmiral  as  afimnesaid,  and  the  de- 

fimdanl  bring  then  and  still  the  agent  at  and  for  the  port 

aforesaid  of  and  for  the  said  Charles  6.  Parker  in  bis  said 

offiee  of  deputy  viee-admind  as  aforesaid,  the  defendant 

as  such  agent  as  aforesaid  did  thereupon  receive  the  said 

anchor  and  hawser,  parcel  &c^,  into  the  said  place  so  ap« 

pointed  for  safe  custody  as  aforesaid,  and  bad  anpd  k^t 

the  aame  there  for  the  purposes  in  that  bdalf  aforesaid. 

And  the  defendant  says,  that,  because  the  plaiotiiF,  bring 

the  owner  of  the  arid  anchor  and  bawaer,  parcel  &c.,  hath 

not  peod  or  ofibred  to  pay  the  salvage,  and  the  said  ether 

costs  and  expenses  of  right  payable  in  respect  thereof 

S8  alereeaid,  nor  given  security  for  the  payment  thereof  to 

tbe  satisfection  of  the  said  sahrors,  and  that  the  salvage 

and  such  other  costs  and  expenses  as  afecesaid  were  and 

stilt  are  wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  nor  hath  any  suck 

security  been  given  for  the  payment  thereof  as  aforesaid, 

tbe  defendant  refused  to  dehver  the  said  anchor  and 

hawser,  parcel  &c.,  to  die  plaintiff  on  his  demand  of  the 

same,  and  hath  hitherto  kept  and  detained  the  same  and 

still  keeps  and  detains  the  same  until  tbe  salvage  and  the 

said  other  costs  and  expenses  of  right  payable  in  respect 

thereof  shall  be  pud,  ot  securky  given  for  the  payment 
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'**«*j^^'^»  thereof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  salvors :  whieh  are 
the  same  supposed  grievances  in  respect  of  the  said  an- 
chor and  hawser,  parcel  &c,  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  whereof  the  plaintiff  hath  above  thereof  com- 
plained against  the  defendant ;  and  this  the  defendant  is 
ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Replication  to  the  last  plea,  de  injuria. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the 
London  sittings  after  last  Trinity  term,  when  it  ap- 
peared, that,  on  the  22d  of  March,  a  brig. called  the  Au- 
rora went  ashore  on  the  Shoeburg  or  North  Land,  off  the 
Essex  coast,  within  the  limits  of  the  vice-admiralty  of 
Essex.  On  Thursday,  the  Slst  of  March,  Thomas  Mills 
and  Joseph  Mills  proceeded  to  the  brig,  and  found  her  with 
her  deck  under  water,  attached  to  an  anchor  and  hawser, 
but  no  one  on  board  or  near  her.  They  took  away,  amongst 
other  things,  the  anchor  and  hawser,  and  proceeded  to 
Wivenhoe,  and  delivered  them  up  to  the  defendant,  the 
deputy  vice-admiral  of  Essex,  and  made  a  report  in  a 
book  kept  by  the  defendant,  and  deposited  them  in  the 
admiralty  warehouse.  The  anchor  and  hawser  were  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner  of  another 
smack,  by  which  assistance  had  been  rendered  to  the  brig, 
and  who  had  attached  the  anchor  to  the  brig  to  secure  her. 
The  plaintiff  had  then  left  her  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing away  goods  from  the  wrecl^,  but  with  the  intention  of 
returning.  Whilst  Mills  was  proceeding  with  the  anchor, 
&c.  from  the  wreck,  the  plaintiff's  smack  came  alongside, 
and  the  plaintiff  charged  Mills  with  taking  his  anchor, 
and  demanded  to  have  it  back;  to  which  Mills  replied, 
that  he  did  not  know  whose  anchor  it  was,  that  he  had 
found  it  sunk  with  the  wreck  and  abandoned,  and.  he 
should  deliver  it  into  Court.  The  defendant  was  subse- 
quently applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  up  the  anchor 
and  hawser,  but  he  refused  to  do  so  unless  the  salvage 
was  paid,  or  security  given  for  its  payment.    These  facta 
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having  been   proved,    the    J^iord   Chief  Baron    was  of  E*ek.  ofPieai, 
opinion  that  they  did  not  support  the  defendant's  special  ^ 

plea,  and  he  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the       Clark 
plaintiff,  which  they  accordingly  did.  Chahbbrlaik. 

Knox  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction.— ^First,  the  special  plea,  which  was  framed  upon 
the  1  &  S  Greo.  4,  c.  75,  s.  1,  was  sufficiently  proved. 
That  statute  enacts,  '*  That  all  pilots,  boatmen,  hoveliers, 
or  other  persons  who  shall  take  up  any  anchors,  cables, 
tackle,  apparel,  furniture,  stores,  or  materials,  or  any  goods 
or  merchandise  which  may  have  been  parted  with,  cut 
from,  or  left  by  any  ship  or  vessel  within  any  harbours, 
rivers,  or  bays,  or  on  any  of  the  coasts  of  this  kingdom, 
whether  the  same  ship  or  vessel  shall  be  or  shall  have  been 
in  distress  or  otherwise,  and  which  shall  have  been 
weighed,  swept  for,  or  taken  possession  of  by  any  such 
boatmen,  pilot,  hoveller,  or  other  person,  shall  send  a 
report  in  writing  of  the  articles  so  found,  and  stating  the 
marks,  if  any,  thereon,  and  also  an  accurate  and  particular 
description  of  the  bearings,  distances,  and  situations  and 
time  when  and  where  the  same  were  8o>  found,  to  a  deputy 
vice-admiral  or  hb  agent,  at  or  near  to  the  port  or  place 
where  such  b6atmen,  pilot,  hoveller,  or  other  person  shall 
first  arrive  with  such  articles,  within  forty-eight  hours 
after  his  or  their  arrival  at  such  port  or  place,  or  before 
he  or  they  shall  leave  the  port,  if  he  or  they  shall  quit  it 
before  that  time  shall  expire ;  and  shall  also  within  such 
period  as  aforesaid  deliver  such  articles  so  found  into  a 
proper  warehouse,  or  such  other  place  as  the  vice-admiral 
of  each  county  shall  appoint,  for  safe  custody,  until  the 
same  shall  be  claimed  by  the  owner  or  owners  thereof,  or 
his,  her,  or  their  agent  or  agents;  and  the  salvage, 
together  with  such  other  charges  and  expenses  as  are 
hereinafter  directed  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  such  articles, 
paid  by  him  or  th^m,  or  security  given   for   the  pay- 

VOL.  u.  o  M.  w* 
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Bxek.  of  Piea$t  meDt  thereof  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  salvor  or  sal?ors 

IQQi* 

.  ^'  J  thereof."  That  act  does  not  mean  that  the  articles  which 
Clark  are  parted  with,  or  Usfi  by  any  vessel  at  sea,  must  neces- 
Cbamberlain.  sarily  be  wreck  or  absolutely  derelict;  it  is  sufficient  if 
there  is  no  one  near  them  to  take  care  of  them.  The 
anchor  and  hawser  had  been  lefi  in  that  sense,  and  there- 
fore the  defendant  was  justified  in  detaining-  them  until 
salvage  was  paid.  The  plea  was  therefore  proved^  and 
was  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  Secondly,  there  was  no 
conversion  by  the  defendant.  The  defendant  is  a  public 
functionary,  with  duties  to  perform  under  a  public  act  of 
parliament.  He  is  required  by  the  act  to  receive  all  goods 
deUvered  to  him,  and  keep  them  in  safe  custody  until 
claimed  by  the  true  owner,  and  the  salvage  paid.  It  is  no 
part  of  bis  duty  to  determine  the  ownership  of  the  goods, 
or  whether  the  salvage  be  payable  or  not,  as  the  seventh 
section  provides  that  in  case  of  dispute  the  parties  shall 
go  before  three  justices,  who  are  to  determine  the  matter* 
He  was  consequently  justified  in  demanding  payment  of 
the  salvage  before  he  would  deliver  up  the  articles ;  and 
therefore  it  was  no  conversion.  A  demand  and  refusal  do 
not  necessarily  amount  to  a  conversion;  they  are  only 
evidence  of  a  conversion,  and  may  be  explained.  In  Bui* 
ler's  Nbi  Prius,  45,  this  case  is  quoted:  ''A  lord  of  a 
manor  seised  a  beast  as  an  estray,  and  kept  it  for  some 
time  after  having  proclaimed  it.  The  owner  afterwards, 
and  within  the  year  and  day,  claimed  it,  and  brought 
trover,  without  first  tendering  a  satisfaction  for  the  keep 
of  it ;  and,  for  want  of  that,  it  was  holden  that  the  action 
would  not  lie;"  and  S  Roll's  Abr.  92,  is  referred  to. 
So,  in  Alexander  v.  Souihey  (a),  where  goods,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff^,  had  been  by  the  servants  of  an 
insurance  company  carried  to  a  warehouse*  of  which 
,  the  defendant,  a  servant  of  the  company,  kept  the 
key;   and  the  defendant,  on  being  applied   to  by  the 

(a)5B.&A.247. 
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plaintiff  to  deliver  them  up,  refused  to  do  so  without  an  &«*•  rf  PUat, 
order  from  die  company ;  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  ^ 

such  a  refusal  as.amounted  to  a  conversion  of  the  goods  by  Glakx 
the  defendant.  [Lord  Abinger,  C*  B. — In  that  case  the  CHAiiBBaLAiir. 
defendant  did  not  refuse  to  deliver  the  goods  absolutely. 
Here  the  defendant  does  refuse  to  deliver  them,  and  does 
not  enter  into  any  explanation.  Parte,  B. — He  might 
have  said  to  the  parties,  go  before  the  justices  and  as- 
certain if  the  salvage  is  to  be  paid.]  It  is  submitted  that 
he  is  bound  to  take  all  goods  that  are  represented  to  him 
to  be  left  at  sea,  and  to  keep  them  until  they  are  claimed 
by  the  owner,  and  the  salvage  paid^  or  secured  to  be  paid ; 
and  therefore  he  was  not  guilty  of  a  conversion,  and  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  general  issue. 

Parks,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule. 
If  the  real  ground  of  defence  be,  that  the  defendant  acted  in 
the  performance  of  a  public  duty  as  a  public  officer,  and  that 
the  goods  were  left,  or  represented  to  him  to  have  been  left 
at  sea,  he  ought  to  have  pleaded  differently.  He  should 
haTe  pleaded  that  the  anchor  and  hawser  had  been  deli- 
vered to  him  as  goods  which  had  been  left  at  sea,  and  that 
he  kept  them  in  his  custody  bonft  fide  until  the  salvage 
was  paid.  Then  the  question  would  have  arisen  on  the 
record,  whether  he  was  justified  in  doing  so  or  not.  But 
he  has  not  taken  that  course ;  he  only  pleads  that  they 
were  left  at  sea.  That  word  must  be  interpreted  in  the 
same  way  in  the  plea  as  in  the  statute ;  and  it  clearly  could 
not  be  said  to  be  lejt  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  as 
the  anchor  was  attached  to  the  vessel.  It  must  at  all 
events  have  been  detached  from  the  ship.  The  hardship 
on  the  defendant,  if  any,  arises  from  his  pleading  impro- 
perly. Then,  as  to  the  other  question,  if.  instead  of  in- 
sisting upon  the  salvage  being  paid,  he  had  said,  **  I  do 
not  know  whether  salvage  is  due  or  not,  and  I  shall  keep 
them  until  that  is  ascertained,**  he  would  not  have  been 

o8 
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guilty  of  a  conversion,  and  would  have  been  entitled  to  a 
verdict  under  the  general  issue.  But  he  has  taken  it 
upon  himself  to  determine  that  it  is  due.  The  hardship 
CHAMBERLAiir.  ou  thc  defendant  arises  from  his  own  conduct,  partly  in 
pleading  as  he  has  done,  and  partly  by  his  answering  as 
he  did. 


Aldbrson,  B. — The  facts  stated  in  the  plea  are,  that 
the  anchor  and  hawser  had  been  parted  with,  and  left  by 
the  ship  at  sea.  The  facts  proved  were,  that  the  anchor 
and  hawser  had  been  taken  from  a  vessel,  and  had  not 
been  left,  but  had  been  attached  to  her  to  secure  her.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  the  plea  has  been  proved  to  the  satis^ 
faction  of  the  Court  or  jury.  As  to  the  plea  of  the  general 
issue,  it  might  have  been  a  question  whether  evidence 
might  not  have  been  given  under  it  to  shew  that  the  de- 
fendant had  a  justifiable  ground  for  detaining  the  goods, 
if  he  had  not  insisted  upon  detaining  thepa  for  the  sal- 
vage. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.  —  I  thought  the  defendant's 
special  plea  involved  the  question,  whether  the  anchor  and 
hawser  were  left  under  such  circumstances  as  to  warrant 
the  belief  that  they  had  been  abandoned  by  the  owner.  I 
think  .that  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  left  and  parted 
with,  and  that  they  do  not  apply  to  cases  like  the  present 

Rule  refused. 


Simpson  v.  Hurdiss. 


JLhIS  was  an  action  for  a  libel,  to  which  the  defen- 
dant pleaded — ^first,  the  general  issue ;  secondly,  a  special 


To  a  decUra- 

doD  for  a  libel, 

the  defendant 

pleaded  the 

general  isaoe, 

and  two  spedal  pleas.     At  the  trial  the  jury  found  all  the  iatues  for  the  plaintiff,  with  \t.  damages, 

and  the  Judge  certified  under  the  43.Elis.  c.  6,  ■.  2:-— Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 

the  coiti  of  the  inues  found  for  him,  notwithstanding  the  rule  of  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  s.  7. 
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justification ;  and  thirdly,  that  it  was  a  privileged  commu-  £«eA.  rf  PUat, 

^  1836. 

Dication.  ^ 

At  the  trial  before  Gumetff  B.,  the  jury,  found  all  the      Simpson 

issues  for  the  plaintiff,  with  Is*  damages*  and  the  learned     Hurdiss. 

Judge  certified  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  s.  2,  to  deprive  the 

plaintiff  of  costs ;  whereupon  the  Master  refused  to  allow 

the  plaintiff  any  costs. 

Erie  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
Master  should  not  review  bis  taxation. — ^The  plaintiff 
contends  that,  notwithstanding  the  Judge's  certificate,  he 
18  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  issues  found  for  him.  The 
8tat  S  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  1,  enables  the  Judges  to  make 
such  alterations  in  the  rules  as  to  pleadings,  and  such  re- 
gulations as  to  the  costs,  as  they  shall  deem  expedient ; 
and  by  the  7th  rule  of  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  the  defendant 
not  succeeding  upon  the  special  pleas,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  those  issues.  If  the  verdict  had  been 
for  the  defendant  on  the  general  issue,  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  issues  found  for 
him.  Therefore  the  Master  was  wrong  in  deciding  that 
the  certificate  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  all  costs.  [Alder^ 
ion,  B. — ^The  statute  of  Eliz.  says,  that  when  a  Judge  cer- 
tifies, you  shall  have  no  naore  costs  than  damages.  Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — ^That  is  a  statutable  limitation.] 

Parks,  B. — The  rule  of  Court  is  subservient  to  the 

statute  of  Elizabeth.    It  was  not  meant  to  deprive  the 

Judge  of  the  power  to  certify. 

Rule  refused. 


M'KuNE  V.  Smith.      . 

In  this  case  issue  was  joined  on  the  4th  of  Noveniber  for  By  ^he  praciice 
the  second  sitting  in  term,  which  was  on  the  22d,  and  the  ^f  xfn^  nSich 

and  Exchequer, 
a  pittodff  bat  DOC  a  right  to  enter  and  pan  his  record  immediately  after  isiue  joined  and  notice 
of  trial  given,  ao  as  to  make  the  defendant  pay  the  coats  of  it ;  but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Msster  to  allow  raeh  costs  or  not,  as  he  thinks  flt 
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^^WjP'MM*  plaintiff  passed  the  record  on  the  IQth.    On  the  I£th 

.  ^  the  defendant  obtained  an  order  to  pay  the  debt  and  costs. 

M'KuMB  The  Master,  on  taxation,  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff  the 

Smith.  costs  of  passing  the  record,  amounting  to  2/.  0«.  6dL 

Kelly t  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  review  histaxation. 
The  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  enter  and  pass  the  record 
as  soon  after  issue  joined  and  notice  of  trial  given  as  he 
thought  proper.  Here  the  plaintiff  had  no  reason  to  know 
that  the  defendant  had  any  intention  of  paying  the  debt 
and  costs,  before  the  record  was  passed. 

Barsioto  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. — ^This  was 
a  master  entirely  for  the  Master's  discretion,  and  he  has 
exercised  it.  No  better  rule  can  be  adopted  than  to  leave 
these  matters  to  the  Master's  discretion. 

CuTn  adv.  pult. 

On  a  subsequent  day — 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.,  said — We  are  of  opinion  that  this 
was  a  question  proper  to  be  left  to  the  Master's  discretion, 
and  the  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  appears  that  the  prac- 
tice is  so  in  the  King's  Bench  as  well  as  in  this  Court,  though 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  enter 
his  record  immediately  after  issue  is  joined.  We  shall 
take  it  into  consideration  whether  we  will  not  make  some 
general-rule  on  the  subject. 

Alderson,  B. — We  have  decided  on  the  discretion  of 
the  Master,  with  the  exercise  of  which  we  will  not  in- 
terfere. 

Rule  refused. 
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Bteh,  of  Pkat, 
1836. 

GuRMBT  and  Others,  Executors  of  Thomas  Sowdon,  de- 
ceased, 9.  Rawlins  and  Others. 

V/OVENANT  on  a  policy  of  insurance.  The  declara-  corenant  on  a 
tion  stated,  that  whereas  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  poWcy  o^^nsur. 

'  '  '  ance  under  teal, 

Nov.  1897,  by  a  certain  instrument  or  policy  of  insurance  whereby  three 

1  m      X        n         '  .       V      .  .  -      ,         of  the  director! 

then  made  (profert  in  curiam),   it  was  witnessed  that  of  the  insurance 
Thomas  Sowdon,  of  Whitstone,   near  Exeter,   in    the  oX^dir^f, 
county  of  Devon,  signed  a  declaration  to  the  Eagle  In-  ■J^j*.?^!*"^' 
surance  Company,  bearing  date  the  9th  day  of  Nov.  1827,  theinaured, 
wherein,  among  other  circumstances,  it  was  stated  that  on  the  capital!    ^ ' 
that  day  the  age  of  the  said  Thomas  Sowdon  did  not  ex-  '^^^J^'J^ 
ceed  46  years,  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Sowdon  had  should  stand 

._  ,  .,  ,  n  ryt  w    *  m      e%  3  charged  and  be 

paid  to  the  said  company  the  sum  of  211,  Ms,  8a.  as  a  liable  to  pay  to 
consideration  for  the  insurance  of  the  sum  under  men-  id^JnisStori, 
tioned  on  his  life  for  one  year  from  the  9th  day  of  Nov.  andassignsoftbe 

»iil  T   S        ill 

1827,  and  had  agreed  to  pay  the  like  sum,  whether  the  in  three  caien- 
assured  were  in  health  or  not,  on  the  9th  day  of  Nov.  in  after'hls decease 
each  succeeding  year  during  his  life;  and  by  the  said  in-  Jed°UiIlJ5^'**' 
strument  or  policy  of  assurance  it  was  further  witnessed,  of  soot    The 
that  the  defendants,  three  of  the  directors  of  the  said  the  diocese  of** 
company,  did  order,  direct,  and  appoint,  that,  if  the  said  po'fcrjw 
Thomas  Sowdon  should  depart  this  life  at  any  time  within  ^^'  diocese  at 

the  time  of  his 

the  said  term  of  one  year,  or  any  time  within  the  years  death:— He^, 
which  should  follow,  provided  such  payments  as  aforesaid  from^£^dio-^ 
should  have  been  duly  made,  the  capital  stock  and  funds  ^"  ^^^^  o^, 

•^  '^  Exeter  was  suf- 

of  the  said  company  should  stand  charged  and  be  liable  ^cient  to  enable 
to  pay  to  the  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the  recover  on  the  ° 
said    Thomas    Sowdon,  within   three  calendar   months  {S^'defendT^^ 
after  his  decease  should  have  been  duly  certified  to  the  mided,  and  all 

^     _  ,-  1        /.  11  «.    ..^wv.    the«tockand 

directors  of  the  said  company,   the  full  sum  of  500/.  fundsofthecom- 
The  declaration  then  set  forth  the  usual  provisoes  and  ^,Vthldte. 
conditions  on  which  alone  the  policy  should  be  valid,  and  **•"  °^  London. 
averred  performance  of  them  all.     It  then  averred  that 
Thomas  Sowdon  was  dead,  and  assigned  as  a  breach  the 
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Exeh.  qf  PUas,  noo-paymeiit  of  the  said  sum  of  500/.  within  three  ca- 
lendar months  after  the  said  decease  of  the  said  Thomas 
Sowdon  had  been  certified  to  their  directors  as  aforesaid, 
or  at  any  time  afterwards.  Profert  was  then  made  of  the 
letters  testamentary. 

Second  plea. — ^That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  said  T.  Sowdon,  and  the  proving  of  the  said  will, 
and  of  the  granting  the  said  letters  testamentary  produced 
in  Court,  the  defendants  were  and  from  thence  hitherto 
have  been  and  still  are  resident  and  commorant  in  the 
city  of  London,  and  that  the  whole  of  the  capital  stock 
and  fiinds  of  the  said  company  in  the  said  policy  men- 
tioned, were,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
said  T.  Sowdon,  and  at  the  time  of  proving  the  said  will, 
and  of  the  granting  of  the  said  letters  testamentary  pro- 
duced in  Court,  and  from  thence  hitherto  have  been  and 
still  are,  situated,  placed,  located,  and  fixed  within  the 
said  city  of  London ;  and  the  said  defendants  say,  that 
the  said  city  of  London,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  was 
and  is  without  the  diocese  of  Exeter,  and  within  the  dio- 
cese of  London,  by  reason  of  which  said  several  premises 
the  proving  the  said  will  and  the  granting  of  the  said 
letters  testamentary,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  said  policy  of 
assurance,  did  not  in  anywise  belong  or  appertain  to  the 
said  Bishop  of  Exeter,  and  the  said  letters  testamentary 
produced  in  Court  are  thereby  void,  and  of  no  efiect 
against  the  said  defendants  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of 
500/.,  and  of  all  money  due  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
policy  of  assurance;  and  this  the  said  defendants  are 
ready  to  verify,  &c« 

Replication. — That  the  said  T.  Sowdon,  up  to  and  at 
the  time  of  bis  death,  dwelt  and  was  resident  and  com- 
morant within  the  diocese  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at 
Whitstone,  and  there  within  the  diocese  of  Exeter  afore- 
said died,  and  that  the  said  instrument  or  poUcy  of  as- 
surance in  the  said  declaration  above-mentioned,  was,  at 
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the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  T.  Sbwdon,  within  the  J^eh.  of  Pka*, 

1836i 
diocese  of  Exeter  aforesaid,  and  not  elsewhere,  and  this 

the  plaintiffs  are  ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  point  stated  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  de* 
fendant  was  as  follows: — The  defendant  means  to  contend 
that  the  sum  due  upon  the  policy  is  bona  notabilia  in  the 
diocese  where  the  fiinds  of  the  insurance  company  are 
situated,  and  where  the  parties  liable  reside,  which  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  replication  to  the  second  plea  to  be  the 
diocese  of  London ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  letters  testa- 
mentary, &c.,  from  the  diocese  of  Exeter,  are  void  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  claim. 

Wighiman,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  question 
in  this  case  is,  whether  this  money  is  bona  notabilia 
in  the  diocese  of  Exeter,  or  whether  it  is  bona  notabilia 
in  London,  or  elsewhere  out  of  the  diocese  of  Exeter.  If 
it  is  not  within  the  diocese  of  Exeter,  then  the  letters 
testamenta/y  are  either  void,  or  voidable  only  as  respects 
this  policy.  The  general  rule  is,  that  simple  contract 
debts  are  considered  to  be  bona  notabilia  where  the 
debtor  lived  at  the  time  of  the  death;  and  specialty  debts 
are  bona  notabilia  in  the  diocese  where  the  specialty  lies 
at  the  time  of  the  death.  Bacon's  Abr.,  Executors  and 
Administrators,  E.;  Roll's  Abr.  908,9;  Lunn  v.  Dod- 
son  (a).  There  is  a  third  case,  where  a  charge  is  created 
by  a  specialty  on  property  situated  in  another  diocese. 
That  is  the  present  case,  and  therefore  this  covenant  was 
bona  notabilia  in  London,  where  the  funds  of  the  insurance 
company  were  situate,  and  there  ought  to  have  been  a 
prerogative  probate.  [Parke^  B. — ^This  is  the  case  of  a 
covenant,  which  is  a  specialty].  It  is  not  a  contract,  but 
a  mere  charge  upon  effects  situate  in  London.     [Lord 

(a)  See  L^imt  v.  Barrow,  2  Bmgh.  N.  G.  486 ;  2  Scott,  721. 


90  OAdES   I  {I    THE    BXCHSQIlERy   ' 

Exeh.  cf  PUoi,  Ahinger,  C.  B. — This  does  not  give  any  right  of  execu* 
tioii  on  the  funds  as  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  directors. 
The  plaintiffs  cannot  issue  an  execution  against  the  funds. 
Parke,  B. — It  is  equivalent  to  a  covenant  to  pay  if  J.  S. 
should  go  to  Rome.  If  it  is  not  a  covenant  to  pay,  how 
is  the  action  maintainable?]  It  is  not  necessary  now  to 
answer  that  question.  It  may  be  that  the  action  is  main- 
tainable against  the  directors  because  the  funds  are 
chargeable  in  their  hands;  but,  if  they  had  not  sufficient 
funds,  they  might  not  be  liable:  therefore  the  question  is, 
whether  there  are  funds  sufficient,  and  are  they  charge- 
able? The  funds  are  the  source  from  which  the  money  is 
to  be  paid.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — No;  they  personally 
undertake  to  pay^the  money].  It  is  submitted  that  this  is 
a  specialty,  charging  effects  situate  in  the  diocese  of  Lon- 
don, and  is  like  the  case  of  a  lease  of  lands,  which  is  con- 
sidered as  bona  notabilia  where  the  lands  lie  (a).  The 
defendants  only  wish  to  ascertain  who  is  entitled  to  i-e- 
ceive  the  money. 

G.  T.  White,  contri,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.B. — The  defendants  are  liable  in  their 
own  persons.  The  policy  does  not  give  any  right  against  the 
fund  itself,  though,  if  the  fund  should  turn  out  to  be  in- 
adequate, they  might  not  be  liable.  Either  the  policy  is 
utterly  void,  or  the  defendants  are  personally  liable  on 
the  covenant.  The  company  will  be  quite  safe  in  pay- 
ing the  plaintiffs. 

Parke,  B. — The  defendants  undertake  by  an  instru- 
ment under  seal  that  this  sum  of.  money  shall  be  paid, 
if  the  funds  prove  adequate ;  therefore  it  is  equivalent  to 
a  covenant  to  pay  if  J.  S.  go  to  Rome.  In  the  case  re- 
ferred to  of  the  lease,  that  proceeds  on  the  ground  that 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Admor.  B. 
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the  value  of  the  term  is  the  assets,  not  the  lease  itself,  ^ck.  of  PUm, 
The  only  available  property  to  the  testator  here  was  the 
specialty. 

Aldbrson,  B.,  and  GurneYi  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Owen  o.  Waters. 

AjSSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  four  months  Action  on  a  bui 

after  date,  by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor.    The  de-  Jhc*  dnlfw  ^^ 

claration  was  according  to  the  form  given  by  the  rule  of  ■«»>«»t  the  ac- 

Trinity  Term,  1  Will.  4,  with  the  averment  therein  men-  declaration  ai- 

tioned,  **  which  period  has  now  elapsed :"  and  was  entitled  b^wu  made 

the  25th  of  October.     To  this  declaration  there  was  a  de-  Ma*i!A,^JI^y^te 

murrer,  shewing  for  cause  that  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear  four  montht 

that  the  bill  had  become  due  before  the  commencement  » which  period 

of  the  suit;  and  that  the  averment,  '*  which  period  has  now  eUpseT:"— 

elapsed,"  ought  to  have  been,  "  which  period   elapsed  ^'^  ***  *• 

before  the  commencement  of  this  suit."  tuffident,  and 

that  it  wat  not 
necessary  to 

Chadmeie  Jones^  in    support  of  the  demurrer. — In  ^,£,*^d"' 

AhboU  V.  Asleti{a\  where  the  declaration  stated  the  bill  «l*P»ed  "before 

the  commence- 
to  be  payable   three  months  after  date,   and    averred  mentofthe 

"  which  period  has  now  elapsed,"  this  Court  intimated  '^ 

a  strong  opinion  that,  since  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act, 

that  form  was  incorrect  There,  Parke,  B.,  in  referring  to 

the  forms  of  declarations  given  by  the  new  rules  prior  to 

the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  says,  "  Those  rules  were 

made  before  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4, 

c  39,  and  the  forms  given  by  them  would  then  be  correct, 

in  actions  by  bill,  because  then  the  declaration  in  those 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  209. 
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Exeh.jif  PUas,  actions  was  the  commencement  of  the  suit :  but  that  u  no 
1836. 

longer  so.  The  suing  out  the  writ  is  now  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  and  those  forms  are,  therefore,  no  longer 
correct/'  And  the  Court  there  refused  to  set  aside  the 
demurrer  as  frivolous,  and  recommended  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  to  amend  the  declaration.  It  ought  to  appear 
from  the  declaration  that  the  bill  was  due  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action.  The  four  months,  at 
the  end  of  which  the  bill  was  to  become  payable,  may 
have  expired  before  the  declaration,  but  not  before  the 
writ  was  sued  out. 

Addison,  contra. — The  case  cited  is  only  an  authority 
to  shew  that  such  a  demurrer  is  not  frivolous.  The  forms 
given  by  the  rules  in  question  were  meant  to  apply  to  all 
the  Courts,  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  well  as  to 
the  other  Courts.  In  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  in 
the  other  Courts  in  proceedings  by  original,  the  declara- 
tion was  never  considered  to  be  the  commencement  ^f  the 
siut,  but  the  writ.  This  declaration  is  in  strict  compliance 
with  the  form  given.  [Parke,  B. — Those  forms  were  given 
only  by  way  of  example,  and  were  intended  to  curtail  the 
length  of  the  declaration].  Then  they  are  not  nnperative. 
The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  follow  the  letter  of  the 
form.  And,  independently  of  those  rules,  the  declaration 
is  sufficient  without  the  averment.  If  there  is  nothing  on 
the  face  of  the  declaration  to  shew  that  the  cause  of  action 
had  not  accrued  when  the  suit  was  commenced,  it  is  suffi- 
cient :  Lee  v.  Clarke  (a).  In  Pugh  v.  Robinson  (A),  the 
Court  was  astute  to  support  the  declaration  on  that  prin- 
ciple. The  old  mode  of  declaring  on  bills  before  the  new 
rules,  as  well  by  original  as  by  bill,  was,  merely  to  state  the 
making  of  the  bill,  the  acceptance,  the  liability,  and  the 

(d)  2£a8t,3d8.  (b)  IT.  R.  116. 
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promise,  with  the  common  breach,  without  any  averment  ^^\^f^"' 

that  the  bill  had  become  due.    [Parie,  B. — I  know  I  ^ 

always  used  to  aver  that  the  bill  became  due  before  the         Owen 

commencement  of  the  action ;  but  I  admit  it  may  have       Waters. 

been  from  abundant  caution.]     If  this  declaration  be  bad, 

then  every  declaration  on  the  indebitatus  counts,  and 

in  trover,  and  trespass,  and  many  other  cases,  must  be  bad 

for  the  same  cause.    On  the  face  of  this  declaration,  there 

18  nothing  to  shew  that  the  action  was  brought  too  soon, 

bat  the  contrary ;  for  the  declaration  is  entitled  on  the 

85th  day  of  October,  and  it  states  that  the  bill  was  made 

on  the  29th  of  March,  and  was  payable  four  months  after 

date.  It  would  therefore  be  due  on  the  1st  of  August,  which 

was  long  before  the  title  of  the  declaration.     The  record 

of  the  issue,  if  properly  made  up  according  to  the  rule  of 

Hilary  Term  4  Will.  4,  will  shew  when  the  writ  issued, 

and  that  it  was  after  the  bill  became  due,  the  writ  having 

in  fact  been  issued  on  the  16th  of  August    Hence,  if  the 

Court  decide  that  the  declaration  is  bad,  there  will  be  this 

mconsistency,  viz.,  that  the  declaration  is  bad  per  se,  but 

will  be  good  on  the  whole  record,  and  on  error  the  date 

of  the  writ  would  appear  on  the   face  of  the  record. 

[Parke,  B.— The  declaration  does  not  state  the  date  of 

the  bill,  and  non  constat  but  that  the  date  was  after  the 

drawing  of  the  bill,  and  therefore  the  bill  may  not  have 

become  due  until  after  the  writ  issued.]     Prim&  facie,  the 

bill  must  be  taken  to  bear  date  on  the  day  it  was  drawn, 

[Parke,  B. — Have  you  any  authority  for  that  ?     In  Coxen 

V.  Lyon  (a),  the  date  of  a  bill  of  exchange  appeared  to 

be  difieient  from  the  day  on  which  it  was  alleged  to  have 

been  made,  and  Thompson,  B.,  held  that  it  was  not  a 

fatal  variance].    The  doctrine  is  so  stated  in  Bayley  on 

Bills,  and  the  cases  of  De  la  Courtier  v.  Bellamy  {b),  and 

(a)  2  Campb.  307,  a.  (fr)  2  Show.  422. 
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jlEccA.  0/  Pieat,  Hague  ▼•  French  (a),  are  there  cited.      Huni  v.  Mas- 
1836*  .       ^  ' 

-     «^y  (6)  goes  to  the  same  point 

Owen 

„  "-  C  Jofie^  was  heard  in  reply. 

^^™""  Cur.adv.PuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  defivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^There  was  a  case  of  Owen  ▼• 
Waters  argued  in  the  course  of  this  Term,  before  my 
Brothers  Parke,  Aldersan,  Gumetff  and  myself.  The  case 
turned  on  two  questions ;  first,  whether  the  day  on  which 
the  bill  bore  date  was  to  be  taken  to  be  the  day  on  which 
it  was  stated  to  have  been  made ;  and  secondly,  whether  it 
sufficiently  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration  that 
the  bill  was  due  before  the  time  when  the  action  was  com- 
menced. The  Court  have  looked  into  the  cases  that  were 
cited  on  the  argument,  and  they  think  Mr.  AdeUson  was  cor- 
rect in  his  mode  of  stating  the  form  of  pleading;  and,  first 
of  all,  they  will  not  sanction  any  proposition  that  the  right 
of  action  should  be  shewn  to  have  accrued  at  any  time  prior 
to  its  commencement,  except  it  appears  from  the  declaration 
itself.  In  other  words,  the  Court  does  not  look  out  of  the 
declaration  in  order  to  see  whether  the  action  was  com- 
menced before  the  declaration  was  filed.  To  illustrate 
this,  we  have  only  to  look  to  the  form  of  pleading  in  re- 
spect of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  If  you  plead  the 
Statute  of  Limitations,  it  always  applies  to  the  declara- 
tion, and  the  plaintiff  replies,  and  shews  the  writ  was  sued 
out  before.  If  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the  declaration 
that  the  action  was  commenced  and  the  first  writ  sued 
out  before  such  right  of  action  had  accrued,  that  would  be 
wrong ;  but  you  are  not  to  intend  that,  to  make  a  declara- 
tion bad.  We  also  think,  though  it  may  be  true  that  you 
may  offer  any  evidence  to  shew  the  truth,  where  it  is  said 

(a)  3  Bos.  &  Pal.  173.  (6)  5  B.  &  Ad.  902. 
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Aai  a  bill  is  made  to  appear  dated  unfairly — to  shew  ^^\M^^^' 

that  it  really   was  dated  on  a  particular  day;   yet  so  v     ^*  ^ 
long  as  that  remains  without  explanation,  we  may  very         ^^b^ 
fairly  suppose  the  bill  bears  date  the  day  on  which  in      Watbes. 
the  declaration  it  is  stated  to  be  made.     Therefore,  on 
both  grounds  it  appears  to  us  that  the  declaration  is  good, 
and  that  the  defendant  has  no  ground  of  demurrer. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

MoRANT  o.  Sign. 

XROV£R.-»The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  Trover  for  an 

was  lawfully  possessed,  aa  of  his  own  property ^  of  certain  prop^ty  o?Sie 

goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  one  oak  tree,  one  piece  of  tim-  pWntitt  Plea, 

*•  '  »  r  that  the  defen- 

ber,  two  cart  loads  of  bushes,  and  five  cwt.  of  bark,  dantwatteued 

which  he  casually  lost,  &c.,  &c.  ,  imdr^ing  so  *' 

Plea— That,  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  S^efeS^dw^  «1 

&c.,  he^  the  defendant,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  down  the  tree, 

r»           /•!•                    -1              Illicit                .             «  which  he  after- 
fee,  of  and  m  a  certam  close  called  Colehayes,  situate  &c.,  wards  delivered 

abutting  towards  the  north  on  a  certain  other  close  of  Roe"  to  lie  kept 

the  defendant  called  Smith's  Meadow,  towards  the  east  Ji'  **»«  ""/^ 

him  the  defen- 

on  a  certain  fence  separating  the  said  first-mentioned  close  dant;  and  that 
from  a  certain  ciose  called  Mill  Mead,  and  towards  the  afterwards  dell- 
south  on  a  certain  bank  of  a  certain  mill-stream;   and  Ifjj^n^iff/where- 
being  so  seised,  he,  the  defendant,  on  the  day  and  year  "Po«»  the  defen- 

1  r  . ,  I  1  ,  -^     ,  dknt  took  it  out 

last  aforesaid,  cut  down  one  oak  tree,  one  other  tree,  and,  of  thepouession 

two  cart  loads  of  bushes,  then  respectively  growing  and  uhe^  lawfully' 

being  in  and  upon  the  said  first-mentioned  close,  and  then  ^'1^^^^^^^ 

Cut  and  stripped  from  the  said  other  tree  five  cwt.  of  which  was  the 

bark,  which  oak  tree,  bushes,  and  bark,  and  which  other  in  the  deciara- 

tree  so  stripped  of  its  bark  as  aforesaid,  are  the  same  !!!fljM"on  roe- 

iroods  and  chattels   in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  ciai  demurrer, 

that  the  plea 

And  the  defendant  further  says,  that  afterwards  and  be-  was  good. 
fore  the  said  time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  he,  the  defendant,  delivered  the  said  goods 
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£seft.  </  Ptgn,  and  chattels  to  one  Richard  Roe,  to  be  kept  by  the  said 
Richard  Roe  to  and  for  the  use  of  him  the  defendant ; 
and  the  said  Richard  Roe  afterwards  and  before  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  to  wit|  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
delivered  the  said  goods  and  chattels  to  the  plaintiff; 
whereupon  the  defendanti  at  the  ssid  time  when  &c, 
took  the  said  goods  and  chattels  from  and  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff,  as  he  lawfully  might  do  for  the 
cause  aforesaid,  which  is  the  same  conversion  and  disposi- 
tion in  the  said  declaration  mentioned.  And  this  the  de- 
fendant is  ready  to  verify,  &c. 

Demurrer,  assigning  the  following  causes.  That  the 
plea  in  effect  amounts  to  a  denial  of  the  right  of  property 
in  the  pluntiff  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  ought  to  have  been  so  pleaded  in  form, 
and  to  have  concluded  to  the  country;  that  the  state- 
ment in  the  said  plea  respecting  the  conversion  of  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  cannot  be  put  in  issue  by  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  plea  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  right  of  property  of  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  being  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version thereof,  as  stated  in  the  plea ;  and  that  the  said  plea 
does  not  sufficiently  or  properly  confess  and  avoid. 

BarstoWf  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  would 
clearly  have  been  a  bad  plea  at  common  law.  [Parke,  B. — 
The  plea  would  have  been  bad  before  the  new  rules,  as 
not  confessing  a  conversion.  But  do  not  the  new  rules 
make  all  the  difference  ?]  The  practice  of  giving  express 
colour  is  an  anomaly  which  ought  not  to  be  extended  to 
actions  of  trover.  In  those  esses  in  which  express  colour 
is  allowed  to  be  given,  the  colour  cannot  be  traversed;  and, 
if  the  plaintiff  bad  taken  issue  upon  the  deUvery  to  Richard 
Roe,  he  would  have  been  told  that  by  the  introduction  of 
the  name  of  that  fictitious  personage,  he  had  notice  that 
the  allegation  was  a  mere  fiction,  which  ought  not  to  be 
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traversed  (a).    The  defendant  might  at  once  have  denied  Exeh.  of  pieas, 

1836. 
the  plaintifiTs  property  in  the  trees.  This  is  a  mere  struggle 

for  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  at  Nisi  Prius  (b) :  and  the 
defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  lengthen  the  plead-* 
iDgs,  and  turn  the  affirmative  of  the  issue,  by  the  insertion 
of  mere  matter  of  fable.  Nor  is  the  case  altered  by  the 
new  rules,  which  state  that  "  in  an  action  on  the  case,  the 
plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the 
breach  of  duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  facts  stated 
in  the  inducement  ;'*  that  "  no  other  defence  than  such 
denial  shall  be  admissible  under  that  plea ;"  that  ^'  such 
plea  in  an  action  for  converting  the  plaintiff's  goods  shall 
operate  as  a  denial  of  the  conversion  only,  and  not  of  the 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  goods;"  and  that  '^all  matters  in 
confession  and  avoidance  shall  be  pleaded  specially,  as  in 
actions  of  assumpsit."  [AldersoHf  B. — This  plea  is  ac- 
cording to  the  spirit  of  the  new  rules,  as  its  effect  is  to 
bring  the  point  in  dispute  between  the  parties  to  a  nearer 
issue.  The  defendant  says  that  the  trees  do  not  belong 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  states  why  they  do  not].  The 
plaintiff  is  compelled  by  this  mode  of  pleading  to  take 
issue  upon  the  seisin  in  fee.  [Parke ^  B.— Is  there  any- 
thing in  the  new  rules  of  pleading  to  prevent  the  giving 

(a)  Though  the  reason  why  the  admitted  that  he  had  brought  an 

opposite  party  shall  not  traverse  action  against  the  defendant  for 

the  express  colour  given  is  not  converting    his,  the  defendant's, 

slated  in  the  books,  it  would  ap-  own  trees. 
pear  to  be  this ;  that  by  denying         {h)  If  the  plaintiff  had  declared 

the  matter  alleged  by  way  of  co-  in  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit, 

lour,  the  facts  of  the  case  would  he  would  have  directly  raised  the 

stand  still  more  strongly  against  real  point  in  dispute.    The  defen- 

the  traverser.  llius,if  in  theprin-  dant  must  have  denied  the  plain- 

dpal  case  the  plaintiff  had  denied  tiff's  possession  of  the  close,  and 

the  delivery  to  Richard  Roe,  he  the  affirmative  of  the  issue  would 

would  have  left  the  title  of  the  have  been  on   the  plaintiff,  who 

defendant    to    the    trees    unim-  would   then    have  obtained   the 

peached,  and  would,  in  effect,  have  opening  and  the  reply. 

VOL.  II.  H  M.  W. 
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Egek.  rf  PUatf    ofcolour? 
1836. 


This  plea  appears  to  me  to  be  in  furtherance 
of  the  object  of  the  new  rules].  Though  nothing  is  said 
in  the  new  rules  about  colour,  yet  as  matters  in  confession 
and  avoidance  in  case  are  to  be  pleaded  as  in  actions  in 
assumpsit^  it  may  be  inferred  that  there  was  no  intention 
to  enable  defendants  to  give  express  colour,  that  being 
never  done  in  assumpsit  [Alderson,  B. — What  is  meant 
by  that  rule  is,  that  a  defendant  must  plead  upon  the  same 
principle  of  stating  expressly  the  special  matters  of  de- 
fence.    Parke,  B. — There  is  no  doubt  the  plea  is  good]. 

Barsiaw  then  prayed  leave  to  amend  upon  payment  of 
costs,  which  was  granted. 

Leave  to  withdraw  demurrer  and  reply,  on 
payment  of  costs  (a). 

Manning  appeared  in  support  of  the  plea. 


(a)  And  see  Carr  w.  Hinchliff, 
4  B.  &  Cr.  547  i  7  Dow.  &  Ry. 
42 ;  Maggt  v.  Ames,  1 M.  &  Payne, 
294 ;  4  Bingh.  470;  Paramore  v. 
Jokmon,  1  Ld.  Rayro.  566;  Hd- 
lot  T.  Birt,  1  Ld.  Raym.  218 ; 
Skinner,  674;  Dr.  Le^fiMieate^ 


10Ck>.Rep.  88;  90,  a.;  91,  b.; 
6  Nev.  &  Man.  280,  n. ;  Twmo 
T.  Morrit,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  298 ; 
SoUy  T.  AetiA,  Ibid.  355;  Com. 
Dig.  tit.  Pleader,  (£)  13,  14; 
Ibid.  (3  M)  40,  41. 


TuRQUAND  and  Others,  Assignees  of  William  Kmioht, 
a  Bankrupt,  against  John  Knioht. 

.       ^  X  ROVER  for  the  lease  of  a  public-house,  dated  the 

Trofer  for  a  "^ 

letM  by  the  26th  of  August,  18S5,  granted  by  one  Calvert  to  William 
bISGI!Jt.l-*      Knight,  the  bankrupt. 

Plea,  that  be- 
fore the  bank- 

raptcy  the  bankiupt  depoeited  the  leaie  with  the  defendant  as  a  collateral  security  for  money 
which  the  bankrupt  then  owed  him.  At  the  trial,  the  plaintifl^  attempted  to  shew  that  the  lease 
was  deposited  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  for  that  purpose  called  a  witness,  who  had  been  the 
attorney  for  the  bankrupt  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  had  been  applied  to  by  him  to  laisc 
him  money.  It  was  then  proposed  to  ask  him  whether  the  bankrupt  had  not  the  lease  in  his 
posseidon  at  that  time  i-^Hild,  that  this  was  privileged  from  disclosure,  as  being  a  confidential 
eommunicatien  made  to  Um  relatiTe  to  his  chancter  as  an  attorney. 
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Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiflfs  ^'^l^^'^' 
were  not  possessed  of  the  lease  as  of  their  own  property ; 
thirdly^  that  the  said  William  Knight,  before  he  became 
bankmpt,  to  wit,  on  the  S8th  of  September,  1835,  depo- 
sited the  sud  lease  with  the  defendant  as  a  collateral 
security  for  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  860/.,  in  which 
sum  he  the  said  William  Knight  was  then  indebted  to 
him  the  defendant. 

Replication  to  the  last  plea,  de  injurid. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  was  proved  that  the  fiat 
of  bankruptcy  was  issued  against  William  Knight  on  the 
IBth  of  December,  1885,  within  two  months  after  the  act 
of  bankruptcy.  The  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs 
was,  that  the  lease  had  been  deposited  with  the  defendant 
after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed ;  and  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  this,  they  called  a  ^ritness,  who  stated 
that  he  had  been  the  attorney  for  William  Knight  in  the 
month  of  November,  1835,  and  that  Knight  had  applied 
to  him  to  procure  him  the  loan  of  a  sum  of  money.  The 
plaintiflV  counsel  then  proposed  to  ask  him  whether  the 
bankrupt  had  not  the  lease  in  his  possession  at  that  time, 
and  whether  he  had  not  brought  it  to  him  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  money  upon  it.  It  was  objected,  that  the  wit- 
ness having  been  the  bankrupt's  attorney  at  the  time,  the 
communication  to  him  was  confidential,  and  he  therefore 
could  not  be  allowed  to  answer  the  question.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  ruled  in  favour  of  the  objection,  and  the  evi- 
dence was  rejected.  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the 
defendant. 

Sir  F.  Pollack f  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  for 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  had  been  improperly 
rejected.  Where  an  attorney  is  employed  merely  to  raise 
money,  that  ii  not  such  an  employment  as  brings  him 

h2 
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Etch,  of  Pleas,  within  the  rule  as  to  confidential  and  privileged  communi- 
cations. It  is  admitted  that  if  the  communication  had 
relation  to  the  proper  business  of  an  attorney,  it .  would 
be  protected  ;  but  here  he  was  acting  in  the  character  of 
a  scrivener  only.  [Lord  AUnger,  C.  B. — He  said,  **  I 
was  at  that  time  defending  several  actions  for  him  (the 
bankrupt).*'  Alderson,  B.,  referred  to  Cholmondeley  v. 
Clinton  (a).  Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Wheatky  v.  Wil^ 
Hams  {b)y  and  the  judgment  of  Lord  Brougham  in 
Greenough'v.  Gaiiell  {c\  and  observed,  '' Suppose  the 
lease  came  into  his  hands  in  order  to  prepare  a  security  for 
money  already  agreed  to  be  advanced,  you  would  say  that 
it  was  brought  to  him  in  the  character  of  an  attorney.  If 
he  were  merely  a  licensed  conveyancer,  it  would  be  dif- 
ficult to  say  that  he  would  be  privileged."] 

Lord  Abinosr,  C.  B. — ^Tbe  Court  will  look  into  the 
cases  decided  on  the  subject,  but  the  inclination  of  their 
opinion  is  against  you. 

Cur.  ady.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day. 

Lord  Abinger  said, — ^In  this  case  a  motion  was  made 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  evi- 
dence of  an  attorney.  The  Court  were  at  the  time  strongly 
inclined  to  hold  that  the  evidence  had  been  properly  re- 
jected, but  wished  to  look  into  the  cases,  and  particularly 
that  of  Greenoughv.  Gaskellf  where  Lord  Brougham  went 
through  all  the  authorities.  We  have  since  done  so,  and 
we  find  the  greater  weight  of  authority  is  in  favour  of  the 
rejection  of  the  evidence.  As  to  the  point  of  this  docu- 
ment being  brought  to  the  witness  in  his  character  of  a 
scrivener.  Lord  Nottingham  laid  it  down  {d)  that  he  would 
not  compel  a  scrivener  to  disclose  the  communications 
made  to  him. 

(a)  19  Ves.  268.  (<0  Halrvey  v.  Clayton^  2  Swans- 

ea) I  M.  &  VV.  533.  ton,  221,  n.  See  also  Anon.  Skin, 

(c)  1  Mylne  &  K.  98.  404. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  101 

•Aldsrson.  B. — The  rule  seems  to  be  correlative  with  if«?A.  ^  Pto«» 

1836. 
that  which  governs  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  '  ^ 

over  attomies.  Xn  Ex  parte  A%iken{d)^\S\zX  rule  is  laid  Turquand 
down  thus : — '*  Where  an  attorney  is  employed  in  a  matter  Knioht. 
wholly  unconnected  with  his  professional  character,  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  in  a  summary  way  to  compel  him 
to  execute  faithfully  the  trust  reposed  in  him.  But  where 
the  employment  is  so  connected  with  his  professional  cha- 
racter, as  to  afford  a  presumption  that  his  character 
formed  the  ground  of  his  employment  by  the  client,  there 
the  Court  will  exercise  this  jurisdiction.'*  So,  where  the 
communication  made  relates  to  a  circumstance  so  con- 
nected with  the  employment  as  an  attorney,  that  the  cha- 
racter formed  the  ground  of  the  communication,  it  is  pri* 
▼ileged  from  disclosure. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  49.    See  also  £c  jMirte  Teatman,  4  Dowl.  P.  G. 
309. 


Knioht  v.  Turquand. 

• 

X  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  The  oflkUi  ai- 
house,  and  carrying  away  his  goods. — Plea,  not  guilty,  ^ptcy  is  not  ~ 
The  action,  which  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  J^e^lin  oVi^"^ 
at  the  last  Surrey  assizes,  was  brought  against  the  de-  ^  ^^  ^*  ^  ^^ 
fendant,  the  official  assignee  appointed  under  a  fiat  in  therefore  en- 
bankruptcy  issued  against  the  plaintiff,  a  livery  stable  of action°by  the 
keeper  in  the  Borough,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  va-  *J^«8«^  *»««J^- 
lidity  of  the  fiat.     Proof  having  been  given  of  the  de-  hii  goods  noder 
fendant's  interference  in  the  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  sttick,  in 
December,  1835,  and  that  the  catalogues  of  sale  bore  a 
reference  to  him  as  official  assignee,  it  was  objected  for 
the  defendant,  that  the  action  ought,  under  the  6  Geo.  4, 
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Exch.  of  Pi$as,  c.  16,  8. 44,  to  have  been  brought  witbin  three  months 
after  the  seizure  of  the  goods,  whereas  the  writ  was  not 
sued  out  until  the  S4th  June  last ;  and  his  Lordshiji  being 
of  that  opinion,  directed  a  nonsuit. 

In  this  term,  Plait  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  hew  trial, 
citing  Carruthers  v.  Payne  (a),  Edge  v.  Parker  (b),  and 
Worth  V.  Btuld{c),  as  authorities  that  the  protecting  clause 
in  question  did  not  apply  to  actions  agaitist  assignees 
chosen  by  the  creditors,  and  contending  that  the  oflEicial 
assignee  stood  in  this  respect  in  the  same  situation :  Munk 
Y.  Clark  (d). 

Thesiger  and  W.Clarkson  now  shewed  cause. — The 
question  to  be  decided  in  this  case  is  one  of  considerable 
importance,  and  has  never  yet  been  directly  before  any 
of  the  Courts ;  riz»,  whether  an  official  assignee  stands  in  a 
different  character  and  situation  from  an  ordinary  as- 
signcfe,  and  whether  an  act  done  by  him  in  his  official 
capacity  is  not  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  the  Bankrupt 
Acts,  so  as  to  come  within  the  protection  of  the  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  16,  8.44.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  cases  referred 
to  on  the  other  side  have  established  that  acts  done  by  the 
ordinary  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  are  not  acts  done  in  pur- 
suance of  the  statute,  but  in  virtue  of  their  right  of  pro- 
perty. That  question,  however,  has  never  been  consi- 
dered with  reference  to  the  new  rules,  which,  if  this  clause 
affords  assignees  no  protection,  will  compel  them  in  all 
cases  to  plead  specially,  and  shew  all  the  facts  on  the  record. 
But  the  case  of  an  official  is  altogether  distinct  from  that 
of  a  general  assignee.  The  official  assignee  derives  his 
authority  from  the  1  &  2  WilL  4,  c.  56  :  by  the  22d  sec- 
tion of  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  is  empowered  to  choose 

(a)  5  Bingfa.  270 ;  2  Moo.  &  P.  (d)  10  Bing.  102  $  3  Moo.  &  Sc. 

420.  463 ;  2  Bing.  N.  G.  299  $  2  Scott, 

(a)8B.  &Cr.697.  476. 
(c)2B.&Ad.  177. 
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a  number  of  personsi  qualified  as  therein  mentioned,  not  ^'^S^'*^' 
exceeding  thirty,  to  act  as  official  assignees,  of  whom  one  ^     / 

is  to  be  selected  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  act  in  Kniout 
each  fiat.  Sect.SS,  which  directs  that  the  official  as-  Tvrquand. 
aignee  shall  not  interfere  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  the 
sale  of  bankrupts'  property,  was  relied  on  at  the  trial,  and 
it  was  said  the  defendant  had  interfered  in  a  manner  which 
the  act  did  not  authorize,  and  was  therefore  liable  at  all 
events.  But  the  act  does  not  prevent  the  official  assignee 
from  being  present  at  the  sale  to  see  that  it  is  conducted 
properly,  the  time  and  manner  of  it  having  been  directed 
by  the  creditors'  assignees.  The  point  in  dispute  there- 
fore is,  whether  the  official  assignee  is  not  the  officer  of 
the  Court — ^like  the  messenger — performing  every  act  he 
does  under  the  authority  of  the  statute.  Sect.  60  ex- 
pressly describes  him  as  the  officer  of  the  Court — directing 
that  no  judge,  commissioner,  &c.,  official  assignee,  or 
oiier  officer,  shall  be  capable  of  sittmg  in  parliament 
The  provisional  assignee  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
is  the  officer  whose  situation  and  duties  furnish  the  closest 
analogy  to  those  of  the  official  assignee  in  bankruptcy. 
He  also  is  appointed  by  the  Court,  to  take  assignments  from 
insolvents,  and  to  make  assignments  to  the  general  as- 
fligfieea ;  a  mere  instrument  for  the  purposes  of  the  Court, 
having  no  discretion  of  his  own  to  exercise.  The  general 
assignees  have  a  discretion  to  exercise  in  their  dealings 
with  the  property — the  official  assignee  has  none;  he 
most  remain  the  depositary  of  the  whole  property,  until 
assignees  are  chosen  by  the  creditors;  and  over  that 
choice  the  Court  has  no  control :  whereas  the  official  as- 
signee b  directly  appointed  by  the  Court,  and  is  to  give 
security  to  the  judges,  and  be  subject  to  such  rules,  and 
act  in  such  manner,  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time  direct, 
so  that  every  act  he  does  is  in  truth  done  under  the  di- 
rection and  authority  of  the  Court,  [jflderson,  B. — That 
is  after  the  bankruptcy  ;  but  he  has  no  authority  to  seize 
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A''«*-  •/  i*'««»  the  goods  of  a  person  not  a  bankrupt.  Parke,  B. — ^The 
provisional  assignee  under  the  old  law  was  precisely  in 
the  same  situation  as  the  official  assignee  is  now.]  The 
provisional  assignee  did  not  derive  his  existence  and  au- 
thority from  the  statute,  but  merely  from  the  appointment 
of  the  Court.  [Parke^  B. — And  the  Court  selects  the 
official  assignee  out  of  the  list.]  Within  what  period  is 
an  action  against  him  limited,  if  not  by  this  clause! 
[Parke f  B. — To  six  years  from  the  seizure.]  Within  that 
time  the  creditors'  assignees  may  have  received  and  dis- 
posed of  the  whole  property,  and  yet  the  bankrupt  is  to 
be  permitted  after  all  to  sue  the  official  assignee,  and  say 
there  is  no  bankruptcy.  When  the  cases  relied  on  by 
the  other  side  were  decided,  the  assignees  had  no  au- 
thority but  by  the  assignment,  and  the  right  of  pro- 
perty thereby  vested  in  them ;  that  is  a  case  quite  dis- 
tinguishable from  that  of  a  party  expressly  authorized  by 
and  acting  under  the  statute.  The  creditors'  assignees 
have,  moreover,  a  personal  interest  in  the  property  which 
the  official  assignee  has  not;  and  to  hold  him  liable  to 
such  actions,  for  so  long  a  period,  will  necessarily  have 
the  effect  of  encouraging  great  laches  in  the  management 
of  the  property  by  these  officers.  In  Munk  v.  Clark  (a), 
which  will  be  referred  to,  the  point  was  not  distinctly 
raised  or  decided.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — I  think  I  should 
not  have  nonsuited,  if  the  cases  which  have  now  been 
cited  had  been  brought  to  my  attention.  I  acted  upon 
the  constant  practice  for  assignees  to  plead  the  general 
issue.  If  the  decisions  are  in  conformity  with  the  act,  it 
follows  that  all  that  practice  was  wrong]. 

Platlt  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  the  subsequent 
discussion  in  the  case  of  Munk  v.  Clark  (6),  as  shewing 

(a)  10  BiDg.  102 ;  3  Moo.  &  Sc.         (6)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  299 ;  2  Scott, 
463.    But  see  the  latter  report.         475. 
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that  the  clear  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  that  the  protection  EtdL^^PUatf 
did  not  extend  to  an  ofSctal  assignee. 

Lord  AbingbRi  C.  B. — I  think  the  cases  referred  to  are 
binding  upon  us :  there  seems  to  me  to  be  no  distinction 
between  the  case  of  an  oflBicial  assignee  and  that  of  the 
creditors'  assignees :  what  is  a  good  ground  of  decision  in 
the  case  of  the  general  assignee  is  good  for  the  other.  It 
may  be  observed,  that  the  words  giving  the  protection  are 
not  the  same  as  in  the  statute  of  James  1.,  although  most 
probably  the  framer  of  the  act  intended  that  they  should 
have  the  same  effect.  In  the  statute  of  James  they  are 
made  to  apply  to  all  persons  deriving  their  authority  from 
the  commissioners. 

ParkB|B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Ei^e  v. 
Parker,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided  that  the  credi- 
tors' assignee  was  not  within  the  protection  of  this  clause  ; 
that  decision  was  in  conformity  with  a  previous  one  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  was  afterwards  con- 
firmed by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Tenierden  in  Worth  v. 
BudiL  There  is  therefore  a  great  weight  of  authority 
that  the  clause  does  not  apply  to  the  general  assignees. 
And,  upon  the  samereasoning  on  which  those  cases  pro- 
ceeded, it  certainly  does  not  apply  to  a  provisional  as- 
signee under  the  old  law ;  but  only  to  persons  having  a 
special  authority  under  the  act  of  Parliament,  not  to  per- 
sons who  act  by  virtue  of  their  property  in  the  articles 
which  are  made  the  subject  of  the  action.  The  case  of  a 
provisional  assignee  therefore  was  the  same  as  that  of  the 
regular  assignees.  Then  the  next  question  is,  whether 
the  case  of  the  official  assignee  differs  from  that  of  the 
provisional  assignee;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does 
not.  The  act  vests  the  property  in  the  official  assignee, 
as  it  did  in  the  provisional ;  he  acts  by  virtue  of  the  au- 
thority flowing  from  his  right   of  property,  not  of  any 


106 


CASKS  IN  THB  BXCHEQUER, 


BkA.  4!f  PImrT, 
1836. 


special  authority  given  by  the  act.  The  only  difference 
in  the  cases  is^  that  the  Court  had  power  to  appoint  a 
single  provisional  assignee,  whereas  now  they  have  the 
power  of  selecting  out  of  the  list  of  official  assignees  ap- 
pointed by  the  Chancellor.  The  right  he  exercises  in 
seizing  the  goods,  is  a  right  belonging  to  him  by  virtue  of 
his  property  in  them,  and  not  of  any  special  power  given 
to  him  either  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  or  the  1  &  2  Will  4, 
c.  56. 


AldeIison,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  may  ob- 
serve that  there  are  but  few  cases  in  which  assignees 
could  have  been  required  to  plead  specially  before  the 
new  rules,  even  without  the  provisions  of  the  act :  they 
would  not  in  trespass,  because  the  possession  would  be  all 
that  was  in  dispute ;  nor  in  trover ;  nor  in  assumpsit. 

Rule  absolute. 


Ex  parte  William  Knioht,  a  Bankrupt 

JlLATT  moved  for  a  habeas  corpus,  to  be  directed  to 
the  marshal  of  the  Marshalsea,  the  messenger  to  the 
fiat,  and  the  gaoler  of  Newgate,  to  bring  up  the  body 
of  the  bankrupt.  It  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  had 
been  brought  up  before  a  Subdivision  Court  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Bankruptcy  in  Basinghall-street  for  ex- 
amination, and  not  answering  certain  questions  to  their 
satisfaction,  was  committed  by  that  Court  to  the  gaol  of 
Newgate.  At  the  time  he  was  so  committed,  he  was  in 
aofwering  sads-  the  custody  of  the  marshal  of  the  Marshalsea,  in  execu- 

tactonly,  to  the      .  r_ 

cnitody  ofUie     tion  for  debt,  and  was  brought  by  the  messenger  to  the 

keeper  of  New- 

gmte,  and  the 

keeper  of  Newgate  deli?ered  him  to  the  meuenger,  who  redelivered  him  to  the  cui tody  of  the 

manhal,  the  Coart  relnied  to  grant  a  writ  of  habeas  corpui  to  bring  up  the  bankrupt  on  the 

ground  that  he  had  latis&ctorily  aniwered  the  questtom. 


Where  a  bank- 
mpt,  being  in 
the  cuatody  of 
themanhalin 
ezecationfor 
debt,  OD  hif 
being  brought 
up  before  the 
Subdivision 
Court  of  the 
Commissioners 
for  examina- 
tion, was  by 
that  Court  com- 
mitted, for  not 
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fiat  before  the  Court  of  Subdivision  from  the  Marsfaalsea  A«<^**  "i/^^^ 
prbon.    The  warrant  of  commitment  was  directed  to  the     *^      ^  *  - 
keeper  of  Newgate^  who  delivered  the  bankrupt  to  the       Bs  p«te 
nessenger,  and  he  delivered  him  back  to  the  marshal  of 
the  Marshdsea ;  and  he  wss  accordingly  there  detained  in 
prison.    Pkdt  contended  that  the  answers  given  to  the 
questions  set  out  in  the  w&rrtot  weresufflcienti  and  ought 
to  have  been  treated  as  satisfttctory  by  the  Subdivisioil 
Court. 

The  Court  expressed  great  doubt  whether  they  ought 
to  grant  the  writ  to  be  directed  to  the  marshali  as  upon 
the  bankrupt's  being  brought  upj  and  its  being  shewn  that 
he  was  detained  thfere  for  other  causes^  it  would  be  a  good 
aliswer  to  his  claun  to  be  discharged.  The  warrant,  stat- 
ing th0  questidns  and  answers  at  full  length,  having  been 
read,  the  Court  said  they  wished  to  examine  it|  and  would 
give  their  opinion  the  following  day. 

On  the  following  momiilg. 

Parks,  B.  said — This  writ  must  hie  refused  oh  two 
grounds;  First,  on  a  careful  perusal  of  the  questions  and 
answers,  we  think  the  Commissioners  were  justified  ill 
holding  the  answers  not  to  be  satisfactory.  Secondly,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  bankrupt  was  detained  in  cus- 
tody on  this  warrant  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  re- 
fused a  writ,  under  the  same  circumstances,  in  a  case  which 
came  before  them  a  day  or  two  ago. 

Writ  refused. 
» 

Rbx  r.  The  Sheriff^  of  Middlesex,  in  a  Cause  of  Barton 

9.  MOROAN. 

In  this  case  the  defendant  was  arrested  on  the  19th  of  An  tttMhrnent 
September,  but  the  sherifi*  who  arrested  him  went  out  ugrmM, 

when  Uie  rale 
kft  die  aUachment  is  obtained,  and  after  Uiat  the  proceeding!  are  on  the  eroum  side  of  the  Court* 
and  aiBdarita  in  the  matter  are  properly  intitled  Rex  ▼.  The  Sheriffof 
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Exek.  of  PUoi,  of  offioe  OD  the  29th  of  the  same  month.  On  the  5th 
1836.  ^f  October  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  Baron's  order  for 
the  sheriff  to  return  the  writ,  and  a  rule  was  subsequently 
obtained  for  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  for  disobe- 
dience to  that  order.  The  sheriff  however  had  in  fact 
returned  cepi  corpus  on  the  execution  of  the  writ  in  the 
month  of  September.  Humfrey^  on  a  former  day  in  this 
term,  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  above 
order  and  rule  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity. 

Erie  now  shewed  cause,  and  objected  to  the  affidavits. 
—The  affidavits  are  intitled  Rex  v.  The  Sheriff  of  Middle- 
sex,  which  is  wrong,  as  the  matter  does  not  come  on  the 
crown  side  of  the  Court  until  criminal  proceedings  have 
been  commenced  against  the  sheriff.  Here  no  attach- 
ment has  yet  been  issued.  At  all  events,  he  has  no  right 
to  set  aside  the  order. 

Humfrey,  contrtu— The  affidavits  are  rightly  mtitled. 
The  rule  for  the  attachment  has  been  served,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  go  on  upon  that  rule  againt  the 
sheriff.  The  sheriff  cannot  tell  whether  the  attachment 
itself  has  been  issued  or  not. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  rule  laid  down  in  Tidd's  Practice  (a) 
is,  that  as  soon  as  the  attachment  is  granted,  the  pro- 
ceedings are  on  the  crown  side.  It  is  reasonable  to 
consider  the  attachment  to  have  been  granted  when  the 
rule  has  been  obtained.  The  sheriff  cannot  know  when 
the  attachment  is  sued  out.  The  result  will  be,  that  the 
rule  will  be  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  rule  for  the 
attachment  and  subsequent  proceedings,  but  not  the  order, 
the  plaintiff  undertaking  not  to  proceed  on  the  order. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly, 
(a)  P.  314,  9th  edition. 
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Exek.  of  PleoM, 
1836. 

WOODTHORPE  V.  LaWES* 

The  declaration  stated,  that  on  the  Gth  of  May,  18S6|  A  bill  of  «x- 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  ^*kfbiVnk,°was 
defendant^  would  take  a  bill  of  exchange,  accepted  by  one  doJ^iJ*t^°" 
J*  Watson>  for  the  sum  of  31/.  3i.,  being  the  amount  due  omct  of  R.,  an 

to  the  plaintiff  on  his  acceptance  of 2.,  without  any  be  presented  by 

indorsement  from  or  by  the  defendant;  he,  the  defendant,  preg^ntcdby*"* 
promised  and  guaranteed  to  the  plaintiff  the  regular  pay-  ^''  **  ^^  ^ 
ment  of  the  said  bill  when  due :  that  the  plaintiff  did  re-  wrote  to.  the 
ceive  and  take  from  the  defendant,  and  without  any  in-  fou^i^^^y, 
dorsement  thereof  by  him,  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  bS^^M^ftltin 
one  G.  Millen  upon  and  accepted  by  the  said  J,  Watson,  <*»'  >t  wm  dii- 

honoured)  and 

payable  to  the  order  of  the  said  G.  M.  three  months  after  subM^ribedhis 
date,  fur  the  said  sum  of  SH.  3s. ,  being  the  bill  mentioned  dence  to^thT'" 
and  referred  to  in  the  said  promise  and  guarantee  of  the  ^^^ri—HeU,  a 

_    ^      ,  r«.       ,     ,         .         .  f  iuffldent  notice 

defendant.     The  declaration  then  averred  presentment  to  of  dishononr, 
Watson,  and  non-payment  by  him,  and  notice  thereof  to  noT?tate  on' 
the  defendant,  and  alleged  as  a  breach  the  non-payment  j^^^j^^Jl**^*** 
by  him  of  the  amount  of  the  bill.  ^^^r^  fhe  bill 

Pleas,  first,  that  the  bill  was  not  presented  to  Watson 
for  payment;  secondly,  that  no  notice  of  its  non-payment 
was  given  to  the  defendant ;  thirdly,  that  due  notice  of  its 
non-payment  by  the  acceptor  was  not  given  to  Millen,  the 
drawer.  The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  first  two  pleas, 
and  alleged  in  reply  to  the  third,  that  due  notice  was  given 
to  Millen,  on  which  also  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  BoUand,  B.,  at  the  London  Sit- 
tings in  this  term,  the  plaintiff  proved  the  presentment 
and  dishonour  of  the  bill,  and  also  that,  the  day  after  it 
became  due,  the  following  letter  was  written  by  Mr.  Rush- 
bury,  the  plaintiff*8  attorney,  to  Millen,  the  drawer  :-^ 

"  15,Fish.street  Hill,  10  Aug.  1836. 
*'  Sir, — A  bill  drawn  by  you  upon,  and  accepted  by. 
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CcfA.  o/  PUmt,  Mr.  Joshua  Wateon,  for  S\L  S^.,  due  yesterday,  is  dis- 

^  honoured  and  unpaid;  and  I  am  desired  to  give  you  notice 

WooDTHOKPB  thereof,  and  to  request  that  the  same  may  be  immediately 

Lawbi.  taken  up.  "  I  am,  Sir,  &c. 

"  H.  D.  RUSHBURY.** 

On  the  same  day  the  following  letter  was  also  written 
and  sent  to  the  defendant : 

**  Sir, — I  beg  to  inform  you  that  a  bill  of  exchange  by 
Joshua  Watson  for  31 L  Si.,  and  due  yesterday,  is  re- 
turned dishonoured,  and  remains  unpaid;  and  I  am  desired 
to  give  you  notice  thereof,  and  to  request  that  you  pay 
the  same  immediately.  ''  I  am,  yours,  &c., 

"  H.  D.  RUSHBURY." 

'<  15,  Fish-Street  Hill,  10th  Aug.  1836." 

At  the  time  these  letters  were  written,  the  bill  (indorsed 
in  blank)  was  in  Mr.  Rushbury*s  hands,  having  been  left 
at  his  oflBice  by  the  indorsee,  to  be  presented  for  him. 

Cresswettf  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  notices 
thus  given  were  insufiScient,  as  they  did  not  state  who  the 
holder  was,  or  on  whose  part  Mr.  Rushbury  applied,  or 
where  the  bill  was  lying.  The  learned  Judge  reserved 
the  point,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Cresswell  now  moved,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved, 
for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit. — ^The  notice  of  dishonour 
was  insufficient  Mr.  Rushbury,  by  whom  it  was  sent,  was 
no  party  to  the  bill,  and  he  does  not  state  that  he  applies 
in  the  name  of  any  party  to  the  bill.  IParke,  B. — ^The  bill 
being  indorsed  in  blank,  Rushbury  was  the  holder.  Lord 
Abinger^  C.  B. — If  your  objection  be  good,  every  notice 
of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  lying  at  a  banker's  would  be 
bad  J     In  Chapman  v.  Keane  (a),  it  was  held  that  the 

(a)  3  Ad.  &  EU.  193 ;  4  NeT.  &  M.  607. 
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holder  of  a  bill  is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  notice  of  dis-  Back,  vf  PUtu, 

18S6 
honour  giVen  by  any  party  to  the  bill ;  bat  here  it  is  given     - 

by  a  party  who,  though  in  fact  the  holder  of  the  bill,    Woodtborpb 

could  have  no  title  to  sue  the  defendant,  who  is  liable  only       law'bi. 

on  his  guarantee  to  the  plaintiflP.     [Parte,  B. — Primd 

facie  Rushbury  would  have  a  legal  right  to  the  bill :  I  do 

not  mean  to  say  his  right  might  not  be  qualified  by  proof 

that  it  was  not  intended  that  he  should  exercise  it  in  the 

particular  case.     It  is  the  same  as  if  the  bill  had  been  sent 

to  a  banker.]    The  banker  is  more  strictly  the  holder, 

because  he  enters  the  bill  to  the  credit  of  the  customer. 

[Bolland^  B. — No,  it  is  entered  short.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  really  think  there  is  no  ground 
for  the  application. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Cardwbll  v.  Lucas. 

Covenant.— The  declaration  stated,  that  one  John  a  declaration  in 

Hodson,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  inden*  covenant  atated 

ture  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  waaieiaedin 

as  of  fee  of  and  in  the  tenements  and  premises  therein-  ^^eiMd,  by  t 

after  mentioned  to  have  been  demised:   and  being  so  ^J^\h**5be 

seised,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  of  March,  18S5,  by  consent  and  ap- 
proval of  the 

uid  J.  H.  then  given,  made  between  the  said  J.  H.  of  the  one  part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  other 
part,  (profert,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  defendant,)  it  was  witneesed,  that,  for  the  considerations 
therein  mentioned,  he,  the  said  J.  H.,  did  demise  to  the  defendant,  his  executors  and  admlnis- 
tfitofi,  eenain  premises  tlierein  mentioned;  to  hold  to  him,  his  exeeators,  &c.,  for  the  term  of 
eleven  years.  By  virtue  of  which  said  indenture,  and  by  permission  of  the  said  J.  H.,  the  defen- 
dant afterwards  entered  into  the  premises,  and  was  possessed  thereof.  That  J.  H.  afterwards 
nsde  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  the  estate  to  his  widow  £.  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
plaintiff  for  life.  It  then  averred  the  death  of  J.  H.,  and  afterwards  of  B.,  his  wife,  where- 
Bpon  the  said  plaintiff  became,  and  was  seised  of  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  premises  in  his 
demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  natural  life,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  wilL  The 
defendant  pleaded  in  effect  that,  although  the  deed  was  his  deed,  yet,  that  it  was  not  rigned  by 
J.  H.,  Dor  by  any  agent  of  the  said  J.  H.  thereunto  lawfully  authorized  by  writing,  nor  was  any 
leaie  for  the  said  term  of  eleven  years  put  Into  writing  and  dgned  by  J.  H.,  or  any  agent,  ftc. 
-^BtUf  on  demurrer,  that  the  action  was  not  mainUinable  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
for  breaches  of  the  covenants  in  the  indenture. 
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Cardwell 

V, 
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E*eh,qfPieatf  a  Certain  indenture  then,  mih  the  consent  and  approval  of 
^^'  ^  the  said  John  Hodson  then  given,  made  between  the  said 
John  Hodson  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  defendant  of 
the  other  part,  (which  said  indenture,  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  now  brought  here  into 
Court),  it  was  uAtnessed,  that  for  the  considerations 
therein  mentioned,  he  the  said  John  Hodson  had  demised, 
granted,  leased,  set,  and  to  farm  let,  and  by  those  pre- 
sents did  demise,  grant,  lease,  set,  and  to  farm  let,  unto 
the  said  defendant,  his  executors  and  administrators,  all 
that  messuage  or  tenement,  &c.,  [here  followed  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  premises,]  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  unto 
the  said  defendant,  his  executors  and  administrators,  as 
follows ;  that  is  to  say,  as  to  the  meadow  lands,  which  were 
the  closes  called  &c.,  from  the  S5th  of  December  then 
last  past;  as  to  the  pasture  and  arable  lands,  except 
the  close  called  &c.,  which  was  to  be  used  as  an  outlet 
in  the  last  year  of  the  term,  from  the  2nd  of  February  then 
last  past ;  and  as  to  the  said  close  called  &c.,  and  all  the 
residue  of  the  thereby  demised  premises,  from  the  12th  of 
May  then  next,  for  and  during  the  term  of  eleven  years 
from  those  respective  days  next  ensuing,  and  fully  to  be 
complete  and  ended,  yielding  and  paying  therefor  as 
therein  mentioned.  And  the  said  defendant  did  for  him- 
self, his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  covenant, 
promise,  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  said  John  Hodson, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  by  those  presents,  amongst  other 
things,  that  he  the  said  defendant,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, should  and  would,  with  his  and  their  cattle, 
eat  and  consume  upon  the  thereby  demised  premises,  all 
the  hay,  fodder,  and  straw,  wheat  straw  excepted,  which 
should  from  time  to  time  during  the  said  term  arise  there- 
from, and  should  and  would  yeacly  and  every  year,  and 
at  the  most  proper  and  seasonable  time  or  times  in  each 
year  during  the  said  term  thereby  granted,  set,  spread, 
and  bestow  in  an  husbandlike  manner  upon  such  part  or 
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Mirtsof  the  before-mentioned  meadow  lands  as  should  be  ^<f^'  of  Phot, 
most  in  need  thereof,  all  the  dung,  compost,  and  manure 
which  should  thereafter  arise  or  be  made  from  such  eat* 
ing  and  consumption  as  aforesaid,  or  be  otherwise  made 
upon  the  said  thereby  demised  premises,  save  and  except 
the  dung  and  manure  which  should  arise  or  be  made  from 
such  eating  and  consumption  as  aforesaid  in  the  last  year 
of  the  said  thereby  granted  term,  which  last^mentioned 
dung  and  manure  should  be  left  in  the  usual  or  common 
middingstead  belonging  to  the  said  premises  for  the  use 
and  as  the  property  of  the  said  J.  Hodson,  his  heirs  and 
aaaigiis ;  and  also  save  and  except  so  much  of  the  said 
dung  and  manure  as  should  be  sufficient  for  planting 
yearly  any  quantity  of  potatoes  not  exceeding  one-fourth 
part  of  an  acre ;  and  further,  that  after  the  hedges,  ditches, 
gates,  stiles,  plats,  and  fences  of  and  belonging  to  the 
thereby  demised  premises,  should  have  been  put  into  good 
and  tenantable  repair  and  condition  by  and  at  the  expense, 
of  the  said  J.  Hodson,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  he  the  said 
defendant,  his  executors  and  administrators,  should  and 
would  firom  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  afterwards  dur- 
ing the  then  residue  of  the  said  term  thereby  granted,  at 
his  and  their  own  expense,  keep  and  continue  the  same  in 
the  like  repair  and  condition,  and  so  yield  up  the  same  at 
the  term's  end:  as  by  the  said  indenture,  reference  being 
thereunto  had,  would  more  fully  appear.  By  virtue  of 
which  said  indenture,  and  by  the  permisHon  and  consent 
qf  the  said  J.  Hodson^  the  said  defendant  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  S5th  of  March,  1825,  entered  into  and  upon  all 
and  Mngular  the  said  premises  so  mentioned  to  have  been 
demised,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  became  and  was 
possessed  thereof  for  the  said  term  therein  mentioned; 
and  the  said  J.  Hodson  being  so  seised  as  aforesaid,  he 
the  said  J.  Hodson  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of 
February,  a.d.  1828,  duly  made  and  published  his  last 
VOL.  ir.  I  m.  w. 
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'Bm*- Vi'^Mi,  will  and  testament,  &c  (It  then  stated  a  devise  to  trus- 
tees for  a  term  of  1000  years>  on  certain  trusts,  and  sub- 
ject  thereto  to  the  devisor's  widow,  EUeo,  for  life,  or  until 
her  second  marriage ;  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  for  life.) 
And  the  said  J.  Hodson  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of 
February,  18S8,  died  so  seised  of  the  reversion  of  and  in 
the  said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  as  aforesaid, 
without  altering  his  said  will  as  to  his  said  devises  of  the 
said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  whereupon  and 
whereby  the  said  Ellen  then  became  and  was  seised  in 
her  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  her  natural 
life  of  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  said  premises,  with  the 
appurtenances,  subject  to  the  said  term  of  1000  years, 
the  remainder  thereof  after  the  death  or  second  marriage 
of  the  said  Ellen  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  as 
in  and  by  the  said  wiU  devised  and  declared;  and  the 
said  Ellen  being  so  seised,  the  said  term  of  and  in  .  the 
said  premises  with  the  appurtenances,  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on  the  Ist  of  February,  1829,  under  and  by  virtue 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  last  will  and  testament,  and 
the  provisions  thereof,  ceased,  determined,  and  became  and 
was  utterly  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever, 
the  said  prenuses  or  any  part  thereof  not  having  been  sold, 
mortgaged,  or  disposed  of  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  or 
otherwise.  And  the  said  Ellen  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  died  so  seised  without  having 
intermarried  a  second  time :  whereupon  and  whereby  the 
said  plamtiff  then  became  and  was  seised  of  the  said  re* 
version  of  and  in  the  said  premises  with  the  appur- 
tenances, in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  for  the  term  of 
his  natural  life,  under  and  by  virtue  of  ihe  said  last  wiU 
and  testament  The  declaration  then  averred  several 
breaches  of  the  covenants  therein  set  fordi,  vis.,  for  not 
consuming  the  hay  upon  the  premises  for  not  spreading  the 
manure  on  such  of  the  land  as  most  wanted  it,  and  that 
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although  the  fences  Wiere  repaired  by  HodsoDy  the  defen.  E*eh.  rfPka9, 

daot  did  not  keep  them  in  repair.    The  defendant^  after     «-     ^  ' -> 

craTing  oyer  of  the  indenture,  pleaded^  that  although  weU     Cakdfkl& 

and  Uvif^  it  is  that  the  said  indenture  is  his  the  defendant's        Lucab. 

deed^  ajpd  that  the  said  John  Hodson  did  die  as  in  the 

declyatjon  is  alleged^  yet  the  defendant  says,  that  the 

said  indenture  was  not  signed  by  the  said  John  Hodaon, 

or  by  any  agent  or  agents  of  the  said  John  Hodson  Jthere- 

unto  lawfully  authoriaed  by  writing ;  nor  was  any  lease  of 

the  said  premises  (so  by  the  said  indenture  ^witnessed  to 

have  been  demised  as  above  mentioned)  fpr  the  ssfid  term 

of  elev^  years  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned 

put  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  said  John  Hodson,  or 

sny  agent  or  agents  of  the  said  John  Hodson  thereunto 

lawfully  authori^d  by  writing*    And  this  he  is  ready  to 

verify,  &€• 

Replication — ^that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  makipg 
by  the  si^d  John  Hodapn  of  thedemi^  in  the  said  indeo- 
tjur^  wkneased  to  have  :been  made  as  aCoiresaid,  and  at  the 
tifne  qf  a^pb  delivery  of  the  possession  of  the  premises 
mentioned  jn  the  declaration  as  herein-before  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  he  the  said  John 
Hodson  had  .the  possession  of  all  and  singular  the  said 
premises  :iii  the  declaration  mentioned.  And  that  being 
80  thereof  possessed,  he  the  said  John  Hodscm  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  dembed  the  same, 
and  delivered  the  possession  thereof  thereupon  to  the  said 
defiendant,  tp  hold  the  same  as  tenant  thereof,  according 
to  the  XenoB  <tf  the  said  indenture.  And  that  he  the  said 
defendant  then  had,  took,  accepted,  and  received  such 
possession  of  all  and  singular  the  said  premises  of  and 
from  him  the  said  John  Hodson,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
such  .delivery  and  deijuse  .by  the  said  John  Hodson,  to 
hold  the  same  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  indenture ; 
snd  became  and  was  tenant  thereof  under  and  by  virtue 

i2 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  of  the  Said  demisei  and  delivering  up  pos&ession  as  afore- 
said, to  hold  the  same  premises  according  to  the  terras  of 
the  said  indenture,  and  held  and  enjoyed  the  same  ac- 
cordingly as  such  tenant  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during  the 
whole  of  the  said  term  mentioned  in  the  said  indenture 
continually,  until  the  determination  thereof.  Concluding 
with  a  verification. 

Demurrer,  assigning  the  following  causes. — ^First,  there 
being  no  signed  lease,  the  estate  created  by  the  demise 
mentioned  in  the  replication  was  only  an  estate  at  will,which 
determined  on  the  lessor's  death.  Second,  that  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  have  stated  in  the  replication  the  estate  which 
he  means  to  say  the  defendant  took  by  the  said  demise. 
Third,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  stated  how  the 
demise  was  made.  Fourth  j  that  if  the  plaintiff  means  by 
his  replication  to  say,  that  the  estate  for  years  witnessed 
by  the  indenture  to  have  been  created  was  so  created,  he 
ought  to  have  denied  the  truth  of  the  plea,  by  alleging 
that  there  was  some  lease  properly  signed,  or  to  that 
effect.  Fifth,  that  the  replication  is  a  departure  from  the 
declaration.  Sixth,  that  if  the  replication  is  intended  to 
raise  an  estoppel,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  so  pleaded, 
and  relied  on  the  estoppel.  But,  lastly,  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  record  to  estop  the  plaintiff  from  reljring  on 
the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

CreuweU^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  plaintiff 
does  not  deny  the  defendant's  allegation  that  Hodson  did 
not  execute  the  lease :  there  was,  therefore,  no  demise  for 
eleven  years ;  and,  if  no  such  term  was  executed,  there 
could  be  no  reversion  in  the  plaintiff.  By  the  third 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  there  cannot  be  any 
lease,  for  a  term  of  years,  except  it  be  by  deed  or  note  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  party  granting  it,  or  by  his  agent 
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thereunto  lawfully  authorized.     There  was  in  this  case,    ExeiLefPUat, 

1836. 
therefore,  nothing  more  than  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

If  so,  the  reversion  was  after  the  determination  of  that 
year ;  and  then  the  next  year  a  new  tenancy  would  take 
place  and  another  reversion,  and  so  on ;  but  the  covenants 
would  attach  to  the  reversion  which  happened  at  the  end 
of  the  first  year,  if  any.  Webb  v.  Russell  {a).  There,  might 
he  a  remedy  in  assumpsit.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Your 
plea  amounts  to  this,  that  the  reversion  did  not  come  to 
the  plaintiff.]    There  is  no  such  demise  as  alleged,  and 
therefore  no  such  a  reversion.    Then  there  is  another 
objection  to  the  replication,  namely,  that  it  is  a  departure 
from  the  declaration.     It  does  not  traverse  the  plea. 
£Liord  Abinger,  C«  B. — The  question  turns  on  the  plea ; 
is  your  plea  a  good  one  ?    Suppose  you  had  pleaded  that 
Hodson  did  not  demise  modo  et  formA,  would  that  be 
a  good  plea  if  you  had  executed  the  deed?]    The  plea 
would  have  been  good,  though  the  plaintiff  might  have 
replied  the  estoppel.     [Parke,  B. — If  the  lease  was  not 
executed  by  the   lessor,  there  could    be  no  estoppel. 
Wilson  V.  Woolfryes{b).     There,  in  covenant,  the  plain- 
tiffs declared  that  A.,B.,  C.,and  D.,  by  indenture,  demised 
to  the  defendant,  and  made  profert  of  the  counterpart. 
The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  factum.     And  it  was  held, 
that  after  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  counterpart  by  the 
defendant,  it  was  competent  to  him  to  produce  the  demising 
part,  to  shew  that  only  two  of  the  lessors  executed  it;  and 
a  nonsuit  having  been  entered,  that  the  nonsuit  was  right. 
This  is  as  like  a  plea  of  non  est  factum  as  can  possibly  be.] 
As  to  the  original  lessor,  he  might  perhaps  have  maintained 
the  action,  but  here  there  was  no  such  demise  as  alleged, 
and  no  reversion  in  the  plaintiff.     Another  answer  is,  that 
if  there  was  a  tenancy  at  will,  it  would  determine  at  the 
death  of  the  lessor. 

(fl)  3  T.  R.  393.  (h)  6  M.  &  Selw.  341. 
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^*^*iawf''*^'  C4iir«w^,  contr&. — ^Tbe  plea  is  bad,  and  the  declaration 
good.  It  tsr  clear,  that  the  mere  non-execation  of  an  in-* 
denture  bjr  a  party  will  not  preclude  him  from  maintahiing 
an  action  u^ion  it,  Clement  v.  Henley  {a);  and  the'  converse 
has  been  recently  decided,  that  whoever  may  sae  as  party 
to  an  indenture  must  sue,  Petrie  ▼.  Bury{b).  But  not 
only  may  a  party  sue  who  has  not  executed,  but  Gilbert, 
C.B.,  Bac.  Abr.  Leases  (O),  after  considering  the  au- 
thorities, holds  that  a  lessee  is  equally  estopiped  by  an  in- 
denture executed  by  himself,  although  unexecuted  by  the 
lessor,  if  there  be  no  incapacity  in  either  of  the  parties. 
And  Huiloek,  B.,  in  Paul  v.  Meek  (c),  says, ''  It  seems  to 
mOj  therefore,  that  this  counterpart  was  admissible  as 
original  evidence,  and  precluded  the  defendant  from  going 
into  proof  of  the  original  lease.'*  So,  in  the  ordinary  case 
of  a  bond,  the  obligor  is  estopped,  though  the  obligee 
never  executes.  Now,  here  it  is  not  stated  as  a  fact  that 
Mr.  Hodson  detnised,  as  was  the  case  in  Wilson  v.  fVtMl- 
fryes,  and  which  was  decided  on  the  ground  of  variance 
only,  but  with  a  testatum  existit  that  he  demised,  and  so 
the  estoppel  relied  upon.  In  Webb  ▼.  Russell,  no  question 
of  this  kind  arose ;  there  was  in  that  case  an  actual  rever- 
sion, which  merged  in  the  ultimate  reversion  in  fee. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  difficulty  is  as  to  the  reversion 
in  the  plaintiff.]  If  the  defendant  is  estopped  as  against 
Mr.  Hodson,  he  is  equally  estopped  as  regards  the  plain- 
tiff, who  has  the  same  estate  that  Mr.  Hodson  had. 
Estoppels  extend  to  privies  in  estate.  Palmer  v.  ElUns  (d). 
[Parke,  B. — ^That  case  decided  that  nil  habuit  in  tene- 
mentis  is  not  a  good  plea  either  against  the  lessor  or  his 
assignee.]  If,  then,  the  lessee  is  equally  estopped,  whether 
the  lessor  executed  or  not,  it  may  be  admitted  that  the 
plea  would  have  been  good  if  it  had  shewn  that  the  con- 

(a)  2  RoU^s  Abr.  22,  pi.  2.  (c)  2  Y.  &  J.  120. 

(6)  3  B.  &  C.  353;  5  D.  &  R.         {d)  2  Ld.  Raym.  1550. 
152. 
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•ideration  of  the  covenant  failed ;  either  because  the  ^*c^  pI  ^fM«, 
transaction  was  imperfect  and  the  lessee  never  enteredi  in 
consequence  of  the  non-execution,  or  because,  after  entry^ 
he  was  subsequently  evicted.  The  cases  go  on  the  want  of 
consideration ;  Com.  Dig.  Covenant  (F).  Bote  v.Pimlion  (a). 
There  the  declaration  stated,  that,  by  an  indenture  be- 
tween A.  and  B.  (the  pUmdffs)and  his,  B.'s,  wife,  and  one 
C  (who  was  then  dead)  of  the  one  part,  and  D.  and  E.  and 
the  same  C.  of  the  other  part,  after  certafai  recitals  it  was 
witnessed  that,  in  consideration  of  the  covenants  therein- 
sfter  entered  into  by  A.,  B.,  and  his  wife,  and  C,  and  of 
IQf.  paid  the  said  D.,  £.  and  C.  covenanted  with  A.  and 
B.,  and  his  wife  and  C,  to  pay  the  annuity.  It  appearec! 
on  the  pleadings,  that  A.  and  B.  did  not  execute  the  deed ; 
but  the  Court  held  that  they  could  sue  for  the  annuity,  on 
the  ground  that  the  consideration  had  not  wholly  failed. 
There,  indeed,  Lord  Tenterden appears  to  haveadmitted(ft) 
that  a  lessor  could  not  sue  on  an  indenture  of  demise 
if  he  had  not  executed  it;  but  the  other  learned  Judges 
do  not  confirm  that,  and  Patiesan^  J.,  (c)  says,  that  the 
esses  dted  did  not  apply,  **  for  they  are  all  cases  in  which 
a  lease  was  in  contemplation,  and  where,  in  consequence 
of  the  non-execution,  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
never  waa-  created.''  Here  that  relation  has  been  created. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.—- As  you  put  it,  the  tenant  would  be 
liable  to  all  the  covenants,  although  he  could  have  no  ac- 
tbn  against  the  lessor.]  There  might  be  a  diflSculty  as  to 
the  tenant's  species  of  remedy  against  the  lessor ;  but  here 
it  appears,  from  the  declaration,  that  the  tenant  has  enjoyed 
m  the  same  manner  as  if  the  landlord  had  executed,  and  for 
the  whole  term.  After  such  an  enjoyment  it  may  also  be  con- 
tended, independently  of  the  estoppel,  that  the  difficulty 
suggested  by  the  defendant,  as  to  the  want  of  a  demise  or 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  822.  (6)  P.  828.  (c)  lb.  831. 
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Exch.  <tf  Pleas,  reTersioD,  does  not  arise ;  since,  in  one  sense,  the  defen- 
dant  has  enjoyed  under  a  demise  for  the  whole  term. 
''  A  parol  lease  was  made  de  anno  in  annum  quamdiu  ann 
babus  partibus  placuerit ;  it  was  adjudged  that  this  was 
but  a'lease  for  a  year  certain,  and  that  every  year  after  it 
was  a  springing  interest  arising  upon  the  first  contract  and 
parcel  of  it;  so  that  if  the  lessee  had  occupied  eight  or 
ten  years,  or  more,  these  years,  by  computation  firom  the 
time  past,  made  an  entire  lease  for  so  many  years;  and,  if 
rent  was  in  arrear  for  part  of  one  of  those  years  and  part 
of  another,  the  lessor  might  distrain  and  avow  as  for 
so  much  rent  arrear  upon  one  entire  lease,  and  need  not 
avow  as  for  several  rents  due  upon  several  leases,  account- 
ing each  year  a  new  lease.  And  this  seems  no  way  im* 
peached  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  Perjuries^  which 
enacts, '  That  no  parol  lease  for  above  three  years  shall 
be  accounted  to  have  any  other  force  or  effect  than  of  a 
lease  only  at  will;  but  with  this  the  statute  has  nothing  to 
do,  but  only  looks  forward  to  parol  leases  for  above  three 
years  to  come.' "  Bac.  Abr.  Leases  (L),  p.  8S9.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — ^You  say  that  what  is  said  by  Comyns, 
Covenant  F.,  shews  that  the  objection  does  not  apply 
where  there  has  been  an  enjoyment  for  the  whole  terra. 
Parke,  B. — ^You  say  it  appliies  only  where  there  has  been 
nothing  done  in  consequence  of  the  non-execution  of  the 
deed.]  Yes,  and  the  last  authority  shews  that  the  ob- 
jection raised  from  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  not  tenable. 
In  Soprani  v.  Skurfo  (a),  cited  by  Comyns,  the  breach  laid 
in  the  declaration  was,  that,  ''after  the  sealing  and  de» 
livery  of  the  said  indenture  by  the  said  Welsh,  and  of  the 
said  bond  by  the  plaintiffs,  durante  prsedicto  temiino  7  an- 
nonim  per  indent  prsed.  dimiss.,  the  wall  fell  for  want  of 
repairs ;"  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  lessor  had  ex- 

(«)Yck.  18. 
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ecQted  that  indenture,  nor  was  it  averred  that  he  had  de-  ^«*- «/  ^'m»> 
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raised;  so  that,  for  any  thing  that  appeared,  the  lessee  had 
never  entered,  and  no  term,  in  any  sense,  had  ever  been 
created.  It  may  also  be  doubted,  whether  the  law  under 
that  head  in  Comyns  is  not  to  be  confined  to  cases  of  cove- 
nants, dependent  and  implied  by  law.  It  seems  to  have 
been  so  considered  in  Waller  v.  Deam  and  Chapter  of 
Norwich  (a),  and  there  may  be  a  reason  fortius;  for  if  the 
tenant  has  not  held  under  a  demise  from  a  plaintiff,  he 
may  have  to  pay  his  rent  a  second  time  to  another  in  the 
shape  of  mesne  profits,  but  no  other  person  could  main- 
tain an  action  against  him  for  not  farming  in  the  particular 
manner  alleged  in  the  covenants  sued,  as  in  the  present 
case,  and  therefore  those  covenants  may  be  said  to  be  in- 
dependent of,  and  not  afl^ted  by,  the  want  of  a  demise. 

CressweU,  in  reply. — ^The  case  of  Wilson  v.  Woolfryes 
turned  on  this  ground,  that  it  was  put  in  issue  whether 
the  plaintiffs  had  demised  or  not ;  and  it  appearing  that 
only  two  of  the  lessors  had  executed  the  deed,  it  was  held 
that  they  had  not  demised.  The  cases  of  Clement  v. 
Henley^  Petrie  v.  Bury,  and  Paul  v.  Meek,  have  no  ap- 
plication to  the  present  case.  It, is  admitted  that  the 
leasee,  having  executed  the  lease,  would  be  estopped  from 
saying  that  the  lessor  had  no  reversion;  but  the  question 
here  is,  is  the  plaintiff  the  reversioner  ?  If  it  is  said  that  a 
testatum  existit  does  not  amount  to  a  demise,  then  the 
plaintiff  is  out  of  Court,  for  the  declaration  is  bad,  there 
being  nothing  to  which  the  covenants  can  be  annexed. 
The  plaintiff  is  bound  to  treat  it  as  a  demise,  or  he  cannot 
recover.  '  Then  cannot  the  defendant  deny  it  by  his  plea  ? 
The  case  of  Palmer  v.  Eltins  has  already  received  its 
answer  from  the  Court,  namely,  that  it  decided  only  that 

(a)  Owen  136,  cited  in  Comyns,  lb. 
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^^&i^^*  a  plea  of  nil  habait  in  tenementis  is  a  bad  plea  either 
agaiDst  the  leasor  or  bis  assignee.  The  question  here 
must  be  tried,  not  by  what  has  taken  place  after,  but  what 
were  the  circumstances  at  tbe  time  the  lessee  first  took 
possession.  He  had  a  mere  tenanqr  at  wiD,  which  would 
be  determined  by  Mr.  Hodson's  death,  and  it  was  to  that 
reversion  that  the  covenants  were  annexed.  Then  the 
covenants  cannot  be  dbannexed  and  annexed  to  a  new  re- 
verrion.  The  question  in  Legg  v.  Hacheit  was  merely 
one  of  pleading.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^When  a  man 
has  held  for  seven  years  under  a  tenancy  from  year  to 
year,  you  may  allege  it  to  have  been  for  a  term  of  seven 
years.  Parie,  B. — It  was  not  merely  a  point  of  pleading, 
though  the  decision  may  have  been  come  to  in  order  to 
enable  the  landlord  to  distrain  for  the  arrears  of  former 
years;  since  previously  to  the  stat  8  Anne,  c.  14,  a  land- 
lord could  not  distrain  except  during  the  tenancy,  and 
even  afterwards  only  during  the  following  six  months.] 
Still  the  lessor  could  not  say  that  he  had  a  reversion 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  a  term  of  seven  years. 
If  a  person  who  executes  a  deed  b  estopped  as  regards 
the  reversioner,  the  question  stQl  remains,  is  the  plaintiff 
that  reversioner?  It  is  impossible  here  to  say  that  the 
plaintiff  bad  a  reversion  expectant  on  a  term  of  eleven 
y^ars.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — ^The  case  has  been  very 
well  argued  on  both  sides.  The  Court  will  take  time  to 
consider.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 
Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — (After  statmg  the  pleadings,  his 
Lordship  proceeded.)  This  action  being  brought  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  the  reversion,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
it  cannot  be  maintained  unless  he  be  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion to  which  the  covenants  in  the  instrument  declared 
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upon  are  annexed.  If  the  intended  lessor  bad  signed  and  £mI.  rf  pum. 
executed  the  lease,  the  covenants  would  have  been  an- 
nexed to  the  reversion  expectant  cm  the  determination  of 
a  ienn  for  deven  years,  which  reversion  would  have  been 
duly  assigned  to  the  plaintiff;  but  as  the  intended  lessor 
did  not  execute  nor  sign  the  lease,  one  of  these  two  con- 
sequences necessarily  follows  :-*either  the  oovenants  in 
the  lease  are  void,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  entered 
into  in  contemplation  of  a  lease  for  eleven  years,  and  that 
the  foundation  of  them  was  the  existence  of  such  a  lease, 
which  foundation  has  failed,  according  to  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  Yelterton,  18,  Soprani  v.  Skurro,  Com. 
Dig.  Govt  (F),  and  Ra^e  v.  PouUam  {a)r-orf  if  the  lease 
for  eleven  years  must  be  considered  as  not  essential  to  the 
Talidity  of  the  covenants,  because  the  defendant  executed 
the  indenture  and  took  possession  without  having  that 
lease,  and  so  the  covenants  were  not  void ;  still  they 
were  annexed  to  the  reversion  expectant  upon  a  mere 
lease  ai  wiU$  for  such  was  the  only  interest  that  passed 
to  the  defendant  by  the  parol  demise  of  Mr.  Hodson,  im- 
plied by  his  assent  to  the  lease.  On  the  latter  sup« 
position,  the  tenancy  was  determined  by  the  death  of  the 
lessor.  In  either  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  the  plaintiff 
cannot  recover*  If  a  tenancy  firom  year  to  year  can  be 
taken  upon  these  pleadings  to  have  existed  at  any  time, 
it  arose  subsequetUfy,  from  the  occupation  by  the  de- 
fendant for  more  than  a  year;  and  the  covenants  are 
certainly  not  annexed  to  a  reversion  expectant  on  the 
expiration  of  thai  tenancy.  For  these  reasons  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained,  and  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
(a)2B.&Adol.831. 
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Exeh.  rf  PUas, 
1836. 


Where  a 
Judge's  order 
had  been  ob- 
tained on  the 
application  of 
one  of  two 
plaintiflbto 
have  the  bill  of 
the  pbdntiflfk' 
attorney  taxed 
on  liis  under- 
taking alone, 
the  Court  set 
aside  the  order, 
it  having  been 
obtained  on  the 
ordinary  affida- 
vits. 

Qamre, 
whether  such 
an  order  might 
have  been  sup- 
ported, had  it 
been  obtained 
on  a  special  ap- 
plication, so  as 
to  give  the  par- 
ties an  oppor- 
tunity of  an- 
swering the 
facts  alleged* 


Hobby  and  Another  v.  Pritchard. 

XN  this  case  Chandless  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  why  an  order  which  had  been  obtained  by  the  plain- 
tifi;  William  Hobby,  to  refer  the  bill  of  the  plaintiffs' 
attorney  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master,  on  his  undertaking 
alone.    He  cited  Fincheit  v.  How  (a). 

Addison  now  shewed  cause. — The  objection  is,  that  by 
the  Stat.  2  Geo.  S,  c.  S3,  there  ought  to  be  the  undertak- 
ing of  both  parties.  But  it  is .  submitted  that  this  Court 
or  a  Judge  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  the  order  on  the  ap- 
plication and  understanding  of  one  of  two  parties,  where 
there  is  a  joint  retainer.  The  SSrd  section  provides,  that 
no  attorney,  &c.,  shall  commence  any  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  any  fees,  &c.,  until  the  expiration  of  one  month 
after  such  attorney  shall  have  delivered  to  the  **  party  or 
parties*'  to  be  charged  therewith,  &c.,  a  bill  of  such  fees, 
&c.  &c.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  words  there  are 
''  party  or .  parties "  only.  It  then  proceeds,  that  upon 
application  of  the  party  or  parties  chargeable  by  sucli 
bill,  '*  or  of  any  other  person  in  that  beha\f  authorized,** 
unto  the  Lord  High  Chancellor,  or  unto  a  Judge  or  Baron 
of  any  of  the  Courts  in  which  the  business  shall  have  been 
transacted,  and  upon  the  submission  of  the  said  party  or 
parties,  or  such  other  person  authorized  as  aforesaid,  to  pay 
the  whole  sum,  that  upon  taxation  of  the  said  bill  should 
appear  to  ,be  due  to  the  said  attorney  or  solicitor  respec- 
tively, it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  Judge,  &c.,  to  refer  such 
bill  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper  officer;  and  upon  the 
taxation  of  such  bill,  *^  the  party  or  parties,*'  not  "  the 
person  authorized,"  shall  forthwith  pay  to  the  said  attorney 
or  solicitor  respectively,  &c.,  the  whole  sum  that  shall  be 


(a)  2  Camp.  277* 
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found  due  thereoiiy&c.  The  question  is,  whether  under  tbis  ^^\KF^^* 
clause,  one  of  two  joint  parties  upon  a  joint  retainer  has  not 
authority  to  apply  for  an  order  for  taxation,  and  to  under- 
take to  pay  the  amount  that  shall  be  found  to  be  diie. 
Here  there  being  a  joint  retainer,  there  is  a  joint  liabilityi 
and  the  promise  and  undertaking  of  the  one  will  bind  the 
other.  Thus,  in  cases  upon  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
before  L6rd  Tenterden's  Act,  the  payment  of  interest  by 
one  of  two  joint  contractors  was  held  to  prevent  the 
operation  of  that  statute.  [Parke ^  B. — ^You  say  that  if 
one  undertakes  for  both,  there  being  a  joint  retainer,  the 
attorney  may  have  his  remedy  against  the  other.  But  is 
it  admitted  to  be  a  jomt  retainer  ?]  It  is  either  a  joint 
retainer  or  it  is  not  If  not,  then  he  has  the  undertaking 
of  the  party  really  liable.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^It  seems 
to  me  that  there  is  a  fallacy  in  your  argument.  You  as- 
sume that  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  treated  as  a  partner,  yet  one 
partner  cannot  bind  another  by  deed.  Can  you  say  that  in 
an  action  against  A.  &  B.,  on  the  undertaking  of  A.,  this 
Court  would  grant  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  costs 
against  B.  ?  Atderson,  B. — Is  it  admitted  that  it  was  a 
joint  retainer !  We  cannot  tell  whether  the  other  party 
admits  the  retainer  or  not,  for  he  is  not  before  the  Court.] 
The  attorney  swears  that  it  is  a  joint  retainer.  [Lord  Abin* 
ger,  C.  B. — ^You  have  to  make  out  that  one  of  two  joint  de- 
fendants can  render  the  other  liable  to  the  process  of  attach- 
ment.] The  words  are  "  upon  application  of  the  party  or 
parties  chargeable  by  such  bill,  or  of  any  person  in  that 
behalf  authorized."  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — That  is,  duly 
authorized  by  both.]  It  is  submitted  that  where  there  is 
a  joint  retainer,  one  is  authorized  to  make  the  application, 
and  to  give  an  undertaking  which  will  bind  the  other. . 
One  partner  can  bind  another  by  a  promise  to  pay  for  goods 
supplied  to  the  partnership  purposes.  It  is  not  meant  to  be 
said  that  the  one  plaintiff  had  authority  to  bmd  the  other 
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A^g^'M'^  in  any  other  matter  than  this.     Buut^  independently  of 

the  statute,  it  has  been  held  ihat  the  Courts  had   in 

their  discretion,   at    common    law^    authority  to  order 

hiUs  to  be  taxed.    Undoubtedly  Jtbat  is  a  proposition 

not  entirely  settled.      In    Wii^fsom   v.  Pasian  (a),   this 

Court  decided  that  it  had  such  jurisdiction  at  common 

law,  and  that  a  Baron  at  chambers  might,  in  bis  discretion, 

on  the  application  of  a  defendant,  order  the  bill  to  be 

taxed,  without  such  defendant  giving  the  wdertaking  to 

pay  the  amount  So,  in  a  case  before  that,  JVUson  v.  GtU- 

ierkfge  (6),  the  Court  of  King  8  B^ich  held  that  they  had 

a  paramount  jurisdiction,  independently  of  the  statute,  to 

refer  an  attorney's  biU  for  taxation.    In  Dagletf  v.  Ken^ 

iUb  (c),  undoubtedly  the  Court  expressed  a  doub^,  but 

they  gave  no  judgment  on  the  point ;  and  the  decision  of 

this  Court  in  Watson  v.  PoHan  occurred  since  that  case. 

Certainly  there  was  in  WaUon  v.  Postan  an  action  pending 

to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill:  but  'Lotd.Lffndkursl  there 

says, ''  This  order  was  not  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Act 

of  Parliament,  but  under  the  jurisdiction  which  the  Court 

has  at  common  law,  and  the  Coivt  may  mould,  its  orders 

as  it  thinks  proper."    \Parhet  B.— The  case  of  an  action 

pending  is  not  within  the  statute.] 

CAamUess,  contr&,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abimger,  C.  B. — If  you  had  made  a  special  ap- 
plication on  these  facts,  the  other  party  would  have  had  an 
opportunity  of  answering  them.  But  your  application  has 
been  made  on  the  ordinary  grounds. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  Court  would  scarcely  give  the 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  370.  terhuek  ?.  Coomhi,  5  B.  &  Ad. 

(6)  3  B.  &  Cr.  158.  dOO ;  Htnoard  ?.  Groom,  4  Dowl. 

(e)2B.&  Ad.411.    SteOut-     P.G.21. 
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attorney  less  aeeuiity  for  the  payment  of  his  costs  than  the  ^^^J^'^' 
statste  requires.  ^ 

HOBBT 

Parkb,  B. — This  rule  must  he  made  absolute.  PamHARs. 

Rule  absolute. 


White  and  Another  v.  Iryino. 

J.N  this  case  Peiersdarff  applied  for  the  defendant's  dis«  An  affidivit  to 
charge  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  the  oot  indtiedln 
affidavit  to  hold  to  bail.    The  affidavit  was  not  entitled  ui  f^^J  '^'^. 

one  twoni  in 

any  court,  and  was  sworn  in  Scotland  before  a  commis-  Scotiud  be- 
sioner  who  stated  himself  to  be  so,  by  virtue  of  a  com-  sioner,  who 
mission  to  take  affidavits  from  the  Courts  of  Common  'I^T^mZ^ 
Pleas  and  Exchequer.    [Parke^  B.— Is  not  that  suffi-  nontrby^rtue 

of  a  oonmiMion 


cient?]    It  does  not  appear  in  what  court  the  affidavit  from  tht  Conrtt 

is  intended  to  be  used,  and  it  would  be  doubtful  whether  pieMs^Ev- 

an  indictment  for  perjury  could  be  sustained.  d^nef,isiuffi- 


Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — ^It  would  be  quite  sufficient  to 
allege  that  the  party  made  the  affidavit,  intending  to  use 
it  for  the  purpose  of  instituting  proceedings  against  the 
defendant. 

Motion  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  Peru  v.  Brawmng,  1  M.  &  W.d62. 


Cox  9.  Salmon. 

ISHEE  moved  for  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  The  denmid  of 
costs  pursuant  to  the  Master's  allocatur :  the  only  ques-  Maatar*!  aUo- 
Cion  was,  whether  the  costs  had  been  properly  demanded,  ^toraiy  ^thc 

caufe,  they 
being  ooitt  in  the  ctnee,  is  suAcient  whereon  to  ground  an  attftclunent 
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^^\^^^'  The  attorney  in  the  cause  had  demanded  them,  but  the 
Master  had  not  directed  that  they  should  be  paid  to  him. 
The  officer  had  some  doubt  whether  this  was  a  sufficient 
demand.  [Parke,  B. — Are  they  costs  in  the  cause  ?] 
Yes.  [Parke,  B. — Then  they  are  to  be  paid  to  the 
attorney  in  the  cause.     It  is  quite  sufficient.] 

Per  Curiam. — 

Rule  granted. 


Tribe  v.  Wingfield. 

The  Court  J/HIS  was  a  case  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  War- 

held  that  an  ,  , 

under-sheriff      wickshire,  on  a  writ  of  trial;  and  the  plaintiff  having  re- 

u"ijS^*"    covered  a  verdict, 

a  rule,  that  no 

barrUter^o^an  ^^^  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  a  person 
IJS^m'^"*^  of  the  name  of  Edmunds,  who  appeared  before  the  under- 
advocate  of  a  sheriff  as  the  advocate  of  the  defendant,  was  not  allowed 
of  trial.  to  be  heard;  the  under-sheriff  having  laid  down  a  rule 

that  he  would  hear  no  one  but  a  barrister  or  an  at- 
torney. The  defendant  declined  to  conduct  his  case  in 
person,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  as  in  an  undefended 
cause. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  think  the  under-sheriff  was 
quite  right.  As  long  as  I  have  the  opportunity  of  saying 
BOy  I  will  never  lend  my  authority  to  support  the  po- 
sition,  that  a  person  who  is  neither  a  barrister  nor  an 
attorney  may  go  and  play  the  part  of  both. 

Alderson»  B. — There  is  in  such  a  case  none  of  that 
control  which  is  so  useful  where  counsel  or  attorneys  are 
employed. 

It  being  suggested,  however,  that  the  same  person  bad 
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repeatedly  practised  before  the  under-sfaeriif  on  former  ^ch,  vf  Pkas, 
occasions^  and  that  the  parties  were  not  aware  of  the  ^  '  ^ 

change  of  practice^  the  case  stood  over  for  further  in-        Tribk 
quiry ;  and  on  a  subsequent  day,  an  affidavit  to  that  effect    Wingfulo. 
being  produced,  a  rule  nisi  was  granted  on  paynent  of  costs. 


Cause  was  shewn  by  Goulburn^  Serjt.,  on  affidavits 
impugning  in  some  measure  the  statement  made  on  the 
other  side;  but  eventually  the  rule  was  made  absolute;  the 
Court  stating,  however,  that  they  had  no  intention  of 
interfering,  in  the  slightest  degree,  with  the  rule  laid 
down  by  the  under-sheriflT. 

Rule  absolute  on  payment  of  costs. 


Doe  d,  George  Gord  t\  Needs. 

JCiJECTMENT  for  a  house  and  garden,  in  the  parish  Atwatfor,by 
of  Burlescomhe,   in   the   county  of  Devon,  tried  before  rj"  ^'^Li^ 

-  ,  ,  March,  1807| 

Litiledale^  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  assizes  for  that  county,  deviied  to  trut- 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  the  will  of  John  J^juof  hlhe^ 

Spark,  who  died  seised  in  fee  of  the  premises  in  question,  ["^j^^^'o  *"*' 

and  others  in  the  same  parish.     The  will  was  dated  the  t'ust  to  permit 

^     ,  -iorkw  I    1      •       I         i»  11  hU  wife  to  enjoy 

zlst  of  March,  lo07,  and  devised  as  follows  : —  them  for  her  life, 

"  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  two  friends,  Richard  Secealle^on'frust 

out  of  the  renu 
and  profits  to  pay  hit  brother  an  annuity  of  10/.  for  five  years,  If  he  should  so  long  live.  The 
testator  then  devised  a  house  to  John  Oord,  the  son  of  George  Oard  ;  another  to  George  Gord,  the 
son  of  George  Gord;  and  a  third  (after  the  expiration  of  cert.iin  life  estates)  to  George  Gwd,  the  ton 
ofGffrd.  He  bequeathed  also  legacies  amounting  in  the  whole  to  65^,  George  Gord  and  John  Gord, 
the  sons  of  Georg  •  Gord,  being  two  of  the  legatees,  the  legacies  to  be  paid  hy  ttie  trustees  when 
the  legatees  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and  he  appointed  his  wife  sole  executrix: 
— Htld^  that  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations  was  admissible  to  shew  thut  he  intended  that  the 
bouse  devised  to  "  George,  the  son  of  Gord,"  should  go  to  George,  the  son  of  George  Gord  : — 
UeU,aho,  that  the  trustees  took  a  chattel  interest  in  tiie  deviaed  lands,  either  until  the  legacies 
were  paid,  or  until  the  legatees  had  all  attained  tweiity>one. 

If,  in  ejectment  by  a  devisee,  it  is  objected  at  Nisi  Prius  that  the  legal /ee  is  in  trustees  named 
in  the  will,  but  the  Court  is  of  opinion  that  they  took  a  chattel  interest,  the  defendant  will  not  be 
allowed  to  avail  himself  of  this  objection,  so  as  to  have  a  new  trial,  inasmuch  as  if  the  objection  had 
been  correctly  stated  at  the  trial,  iht  pUintifi*  might  have  removed  it  by  shewing  that  the  chattel 
interest  was  determined. 


TOL.  II. 


M.W. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleat,  Comer  and  Henry  Bond,  yeomen,  all  those  my  freehold 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which  I  hold  in  fee- 
simple,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Buries- 
combe,  and  county  of  Deron,  called  or  known  by  the 
names  of  Harris's  and  Moor's  Croft,  upon  this  special 
trust  and  confidence  in  them  reposed,  and  to  the  intent 
or  purpose  that  they,  the  said  Richard  Corner  and,  Henry 
Bond,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  do  and  shall 
permit  and  suffer  my  wife,  Mary  Spark,  to  have,  hold,  and 
enjoy  the  same,  and  to  take  to  her  own  use  and  behoof 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof  during  her  natural 
life;  and  after  her  decease,  upon  this  further  trust  and 
confidence,  and  to  the  intent  and  purpose  that  the  said 
trustees,  or  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  do  and  shall, 
out  of  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  arising  out  of  my  said 
freehold  lands  and  tenements,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  my  brother  David  Spark  the  yearly  sum  or  annuity 
of  ten  pounds  for  the  term  of  five  years,  if  he  should  so 
long  live ;  as  also  my  wearing  apparel  of  every  sort.  Also  I 
give  and  bequeath  unto  John  Gord  the  dwelling-house, 
called  the  Middle  House,  and  part  of  the  orchard,  to- 
gether with  the  garden  thereto  belonging,  to  hold  to 
him  during  his  natural  life,  and  af);er  his  decease  to  his 
wife,  Mary  Gord,  and  after  their  decease  to  John  Gord, 
the  son  of  George  Gord,  and  his  assigns.  Also  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  John  Gord  and  Jane  Needs  the  aforesaid 
close  of  land,  called  Moor  s  Croft,  to  hold  to  them  during 
their  natural  lives  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint 
tenants ;  and  after  their  decease  to  George  Gord,  the  son 
of  George  Gord^  and  to  his  heirs.  Also  1  give  and  be- 
queath unto  Jane  Needs  the  dwelling-house  wherein  I 
now  reside,  together  with  the  pound-house,  garden,  and 
other  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  to  hold  to  her 
during  her  natural  life;  and  after  her  decease  to  her 
daughter  Ann  Needs,  and  her  assigns.  Also  I  give  and 
bequeath  unto  Ann  Needs,  until  the  decease  of  George 
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Needs  and  Jai^  Needs,  the  lower  house  and  garden ;  and  B*eh.  of  PUat, 
after  their  decease  to  George  ixordf  the  son  of  Gord^  and 
his  aadgna*  Also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  George  Gord, 
the  son  of  John  Gord^  the  sum  often  pounds^  and  to  Jane 
«Dd  Elkabethy  the  two  daughters  of  the  said  John  Gord, 
the  sum  of  five  pounds  each.  Also  I  give  and  bequeath 
unto  Mary  Gord^  the  daughter  of  George  Gord»  the  sum 
of  five  pounds,  and  to  George  Go^d,  the  son  of  the  said 
George  Gord,  the  sum  of  ten  pounds^  and  to  JohnGord, 
one  other  son  of  the  said  George  Gord,  the  sum  of  twenty 
pounds.  Also  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  George  Needs, 
the  son  of  Geoi^e  Needs,  the  sum  of  ten  pounds.  All 
which  said  legacies  to  each  of  them  given  I  order,  will, 
and  direct)  shall  be  paid  them  respectively  by  my  trus- 
tees, or  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  when  they  come  to 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  if  either  of  the  children 
of  John  Gord,  George  Gord,  or  George  Needs,  happen  to 
die  before  the  legacies  herein  and  hereby  to  them  given, 
the  share  of  he,  she,  or  they  so  dying  shall  remain  in  the 
surviving  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and  part  alike.  And 
it  is  my  will  and  meaning  that  my  said  trustees,  or  either 
of  them,  shall  not  be  liable  to  answer  or  make  good  any 
loss  or  losses  that  shall  or  may  happen  in  consequence  of 
this  my  will.  And,  lastly,  I  do  hereby  nominate,  consti- 
tute^  and  appoint  my  said  wife^  Mary  Spark,  to  be  sole 
executrix  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament." 

The  testator  died  in  January,  1812,  without  having  re- 
voked or  altered  his  wilL  Mary  Spark,  his  widow,  died 
in  1819.  The  devisees  Jane  Needs,  Ann  Needs^  and 
George  Needs  had  also  died  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the 
George  Gord,  the  son  of  George  Gord,  mentioned  in  the 
will,  claimed  the  premises  in  question  under  the  devise  to 
''George  Gord,  the  son  of  Gord/'  and  offered  evidence  of 
declarations  by  the  testator,  shewing  that  he,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  was  the  intended  devisee  in  ramainder  of  the 

k2 


132  CASES  IN  JHB   EXCHEQUBRi 

Ejteh.  of  Pieast  ''  lower  house  and  garden."    It  was  contended  for  the 
1836  • 

defendant  that  this  evidence  was  not  admissible,  but  the 

learned  Judge  overruled  the  objection.  It  was  also  ob- 
jected that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  that  by 
the  will  the  legal  estate  was  vested  in  the  trustees.  The 
learned  Judge  reserved  this  point ;  and  a  verdict  having 
been  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ball,  in  Easter  term,  moved  pursuant  to  the  leave  re- 
served, and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  or  new 
trial  on  these  two  points:  citing,  as  to  the  first,  2  Stark. 
Evid.  925;  and,  as  to  the  latter,  2  Saund.  11  a,  n.  17; 
and  White  v.  Parker  (o).— In  Trinity  term,  cause  was 
shewn  by 

Bampa^f  Serjt.,  and  Moody. — ^First,  the  estate  is  vested 
in  the  devisee,  unless  the  trustees  took  the  legal  fee.  It  is 
submitted  that  they  did  not.  In  the  first  place,  there  are 
no  words  of  inheritance  in  the  devise  to  the  trustees  ;  but 
in  other  parts  of  the  will,  where  legal  estates  are  intended 
to  be  given,  words  of  inheritance  are  repeatedly  made  use 
of.  The  testator,  therefore,  knew,  what  words  were  pro- 
per to  create  a  limitation  in  fee.  In  Doe  d.  White  v. 
Simpson  (6),  lands,  arrears  of  rent,  &c.  were  devised  to 
trustees  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  and 
administrators  of  such  survivor,  in  trust  out  of  the  rent 
and  profits,  and  the  arrears,  &c.,  to  pay  certain  annuities  for 
lives,  and  a  sufn  in  gross  for  legacies ;  and  from  apd  after 
payment  of  such  annuities  and  money,  the  testator  devised 
successive  estates  for  lives,  with  a  remainder  in  tail ;  he 
gave  the  trustees  also  a  general  power  of  leasing  for  the 
best  rent,  with  a  yearly  allowance  to  each  for  their  trouble : 
and  it  was  held,  that  after  the  death  of  the  annuitants  and 
the  raising  of  the  money  for  legacies,  the  legal  estate  vested 

(a)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  573.  (6)  5  East,  1 62. 
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in  the  devisee  over.    And  the  rule  of  law  is  there  laid  &?«*•  «/  ^'««f 

*  1836. 

down  to  be,  that  where  the  purposes  of  a  trust  can  be 

answered  by  a  less  estate  than  a  fee-siinple«  a  greater  in- 
terest  than  is  sufficient  to  answer  such  purpose  shall  not 
pass  to  them,  but  that  the  uses  in  remainder,  limited  on     '  nbids. 
such  lesser  estate  so  given  to  them,  shall  be  executed  by 
the  statute^    The  authority  of  that  case  was  confirmed  in 
Doe  d.  Player  v.  NieholU  (a).    IParke,  B.— Have  the 
legacies  here  been  paid  ?]    It  did  not  affirmatively  appear 
that  they  had,  but  it  must  have  been  the  case.    The  last 
must  have  been  payable,  at  the  latest,  in  1828,  the  will 
being  dated  in  1807.    The  whole  amount  to  be  paid  is 
65iL,  and  it  appears  that  the  annual  value  of  the  property 
devised  was  at  least  10/.,  since  the  testator  gives  an  an- 
nuity of  10/.  to  be    paid  out  of  the  rents  and  profits ; 
which  payment    Would  cease  in   I8S4,  five  years  after 
the  death   of  the   widow.      Nor   does    the  duration  of 
the  estate  in  the  trustees  depend  on  the  question  whether 
the  legacies  are  in  fact  paid  off,  but  what  estate  was  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose  of  paying  them.     If  not,  they  may 
keep  the  legal  estate  out  of  the  devisees  for  an  indefinite 
period.     The   chattel  interest    determines  at  the  time 
limited  for  payment,  unless  something  be  shewn  to  extend 
it    But  it  may  also  be  contended  that  the  legacies  are  an 
implied  charge  on  the  real  estate,  on  failure  of  the  per- 
sonalty ;  in  which  case  no  estate  vested  in  the  trustees  is 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  paying  them.    The  gifts  to 
the  several  devisees  are  absolute.    The  testator  does  not 
say  that  the  trustees  are  to  pay  them  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits,  although  when  he  intends  that,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  annuity  to  his  brother,  he  knows  how  to  express  it. 
This  may  be  considered  merely  as  an  appointment  of  trus- 
tees to  pay  the  annuity  and  legacies,  (another  being  ap- 
pointed executrix)  without  any  estate  being  vested  in  them. 

(a)  1  B.  &  Cr.  336. 
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^«*-^^fe«'»  [_Parie,  B.— I  apprehend  it  will  make  no  difference  in  the 
eonstniction  of  this  will,  whether  the  legacies  were  to  be 
paid  absolutely  out  of  the  real  estate,  or  on  failure  of  the  per« 
sonal ;  the  trustees  must  equally  have  the  legal  estate  for  the 
purpose.  No  other  means  of  pacing  them  appears,  except 
out  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate.]  The  trustees  could 
not  intervene  during  the  wife's  life ;  yet  they  are  to  pay 
the  legatees  on  their  respectively  attaining  twen47-one ; 
therefore  they  must  have  the  means  of  paying  out  of  some 
_  fund  in  their  hands,  at  a  period  when  they  had  no  control 

/  over  the  real  estate.  The  legacies  are  not  charged  in  terms 

either  on  the  reill  or  personal  estate  ;  although  the  testa- 
tor has  appointed  an  executrix.  There  are  no  words 
which  carry  an  express  trust  of  the  real  estate  for  any 
further  purpose  than  to  permit  the  wife  to  enjoy,  and  to 
pay  the  annuity.  For  the  purpose  of  the  trustees  pajing 
the  legacies,  there  must  be  implied  either  a  further  devise 
to  them  of  the  real  estate,  or  a  bequest  to  them  of  the 
personal.  And  the  personalty  being  the  primary  fund 
for  that  purpose,  the  latter  implication  ought  rather  to  be 
made. 

Secondly,  the  ambiguity  occasioned  by  the  omission  of 
the  Christian  name  in  this  devise,  was  one  which  parol 
evidence  was  properly  admitted  to  explain.  The  distinc- 
tion always  referred  to  on  this  subject  is  between  patent 
aixl  latent  ambiguities ;  and  it  is  commonly  said  the  am- 
biguity is  patent^  where  you  can  see  on  the  face  of  the 
instrument  that  there  is  an  ambiguity,  and  lateni  where 
you  cannot.  But  it  is  conceived  that  this  is  not  an  accu* 
rate  statement  of  the  principle,  and  that  the  true  distinc- 
tion is  this ; — that  a  patent  ambiguity  is  one  which  arises 
on  the  inquiry  to  discover  the  meaning  of  the  testator 
from  the  words  he  has  used,  abstractedly  from  all  exter- 
nal facts  or  persons :  but  that  where  it  is  impossible  to 
ascertain  the  meaning  without  a  reference  to  extrinsic 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  135 

things,  that  is  a  latent  ambiguity,  which  you  must  have  EmH.  of  PUa», 
recourse  to  evidence  atttinde  to  explain.  Suppose  a  devise 
to  Mr.  Smith— that  is  a  patent  ambiguity  in  one  sense, 
for  every  one  who  reads  it  sees  thst  it  is  ambiguous;  yet 
parol  evidence  would  clearly  be  admissible  to  explain  it. 
Cheyney'M  ease  (a),  Abbott  v.  Massie  (b),  Beaumont  v. 
FeU  (c).  But  why  is  such  a  devise  ambiguous?  Because 
we  know  exirinsicaUy  that  there  are  a  multitude  of  Mr. 
Smiths:  to  which  of  them  the  bequest  applies  can  be 
known  only  by  extrinsic  evidence.  In  like  manner,  how 
otherwise  do  we  know  that  there  is  not  a  George,  the  son 
of  Gord  ?  There  is  therefore  of  necessity  some  extriasic 
evidence  admitted,  to  shew  that  this  is  not  a  true  descrip- 
tion. We  cannot  have  any  apprehension  of  the  existence 
of  an  ambiguity,  without  some  reference  to  external  circum- 
stances— without  an  assumption  in  our  own  minds  of  some 
extrinsic  evidence.  If  there  w^e  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Gprd,  having  no  Christian  name,  this  is  a  correct  descrip* 
tion.  The  cases  in  which  evidence  of  this  kind  has  been 
refused,  were  where  it  was  tendered  to  prove  the  intenUam 
of  the  testator — his  own  construction  of  the  meaning  of 
his  will-*-not  what  were  the  persons  or  things  referred  to 
by  it.  Where  a  blank  was  Jeft  for  the  Christian  name, 
evidence  was  received  to  shew  the  testator's  intentions 
with  regard  to  the  person  answering  to  the  surname; 
Price  V.  Page  {d).  So,  where  two  initials  of  the  party  only 
were  given ;  Abbott  v.  Mastie,  [^Alderson,  B.,  referred  to 
Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  Morgan  (e).]  In  Millar  v.  Tracers  (/), 
Tindal,  C.  J.,  enters  fully  into  the  consideration  of  this 
subject,  and  states  the  distinction  deducible  from  the 
authorities  to  be  this : — *'  That  an  uncertainty,  which 
arises  from  applying  the  description  contained  in  the  will 


(a)  5  Rep.  68.  (d)  4  Ves.  680. 

(b)  4  Ves-  148.  (e)  1  C.  &  M.  256. 

(c)  2  P.  Wmi.  141.  ( / )  8  Bing.  251. 
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-^*c*- ^^'•«»  either  to  the  thing  devised,  or  to  the  person  of  the  devisee, 
may  be  helped  by  parol  evidence ;  but  that  a  new  subject- 
matter  of  devise,  or  a  new  devisee,  where  the  will  is  en- 
tirely silent  upon  either,  cannot  be  imported  by  parol 
evidence  into  the  will  itself.'*  •  • « .  ^^  In  the  former  case  the 
evidence  is  produced  to  prove  facts,  which,  according  to 
the  language  of  Lord  Coke,  in  8  Rep.  155,  '  stand  well 
with  the  words  of  the  will.'  '*  This  is  a  case  falling  within 
the  first  branch  of  this  classification.  On  the  face  of  the 
will,  the  testator  has  clearly  disposed  of  this  particular 
estate  to  a  particular  person:  but  the  uncertainty  arises 
from  applying  the  disposition  to  the  person  of  the  devisee. 
It  does  not  ofnecessiiy  appear  on  the  face  of  the  will,  even 
that  the  description  applies  <  to  either  of  the  George 
Gords  mentioned  in  the  will.  It  may  or  may  not  turn 
out,  from  the  parol  evidence,  that  he  means  one  of  them* 
The  principles  applying  to  this  subject  are  admirably  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Wigram,  in  his  work  on  the  admission,  of 
extrinsic  evidence  in  the  interpretation  of  wills  (a).  The 
following  are  additional  authorities  in  support  of  the 
distinction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff:  Hodgson  ▼. 
Fitch  (&);  Richardson  v.  Watson  (e);  Masters  v.  Mas- 
ters{d)\  Smith  v.  Coney  {e)\  Careless  y.  Careless  {f). 

Ball,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover,  if  any  estate,  whether  a  chattel 
interest  or  not,  still  remains  in  the  trustees.  [Parke,  B. — 
If  the  only  point  made  on  the  trial  was  that  they  took  an 
estate  in  fee,  I  think  you  are  too  late  now  to  raise  the  ob- 
jection ;  because,  if  it  had  been  then  contended  that  they 
took  a  chattel  interest,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  might 

(a)  P.  78.  (rf)  1  P.  Wmi.  421. 

(6)  2  Vera.  693.  (c)6Ve8.42. 

(c)  4  B.  &  Ad,  787.  (/)  1  Men?.  384. 
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have  supplied  the  defect  by  shewing  that  the  legacies  ^ck.  of  piea$, 
were  discharged.] 

The  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations  was  not  ad- 
missible. Mr.  Starkie  thus  states  the  rule: — "  Am* 
biguities  which  arise  on  the  face  of  the  will  cannot  be 
removed  by  the  ud  of  extrinsic  evidence ;  they  may  be 
helped  by  construction,  but  never  by  averment.*'  In  Doe 
d.  Preedy  v.  Holian  (a),  the  testator  devised  to  A.  the 
messuage  and  tenement  in  S.  wherein  he  resided,  with  the 
outhouses,  &c.  A>  the  same  adjotmng^  and  all  those  closes 
called  &C.9  part  of  the  farm  and  lands  in  his  own  occupa" 
tion;  and  he  devised  to  B.  all  his  hereditaments  in  S.  not 
before  devised  :  and  evidence  of  declarations  by  the  tes< 
tator  that  he  meant  that  certain  cottages  adfoining  to  his 
residence,  and  not  in  his  own  occupation,  should  go  to  B., 
was  held  inadmissible :  and  Patieson,  J.,  says — "  In  every 
case  extrinsic  evidence  must  be  received  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  the  state  of  the  property,  so  as  to  see  what 
comes  within  the  clear  terms  of  the  devise ;  but  not  to 
clear  up  any  difficulty  arising  upon  the  will  itself.**  Here 
there  is,  on  the  face  of  the  will  itself,  the  greatest  diffi- 
culty to  be  cleared  up.  The  two  George  Gords,  the 
sons  of  George  and  John,  are  both  express  objects  of  the 
testator's  bounty.  Looking,  therefore,  at  the  other  parts 
of  the  will,  it  is  impossible  to  say  with  certainty  which  is 
the  object  of  the  devise  in  question.  This  is  in  effect 
defeating  the  object  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  making 
a  devise  of  lands  by  parol.  It  is  not  like  the  case  of  a 
devise  to  two  persons  of  the  same  name,  either  of  whom 
will  fit  the  terms  of  the  devise.  In  Price  v.  Page^  there 
was  no  express  decision;  the  case,  however,  is  distinguish- 
able. [Aldersonf  B. — The  principle  is  very  forcibly  laid 
down  by  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Chichester  (&);  he  seems 
to  take  it  as  a  question  arising  on  the  construction  of  the 

(a)  5  Ne?  &  M.  391.  {)>)  4  Dow,  Pari.  G.  65. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  wliole  instrument]  In  Castledon  t.  Turner  (a),  it  was 
held,  that  where  there  is  an  absolute  omisrian,  it  eaniiot 
be  supplied  by  parol  evidence.  BayUs  v.  The  Attorney 
GenercUiJb)  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect. 

Parke,  B. — As  to  the  first  point»  if  it  appears  thai  it  was 
taken  at  the  trial^we  shall  consider  whether  on  that  ground 
the  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  If  not,  the  rule  must 
be  discharged  on  that  point;  because  there  is  no  ground 
for  saying  that  the  trustees  took  a  fee,  but  only  a  chattel 
interest  for  some  indefinite  term,  sufficient  to  enable  them 
to  satisfy  the  legacies.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  it  was 
unnecessary  for  them  to  take  the  fee :  it  is  different  from 
the  cases  of  a  direction  for  the  payment  of  taxes,  repairs, 
&C. ;  for  those  purposes  it  is  necessary  for  the  trustees  to 
take  the  fee  without  Umitation.  And  it  is  equally  clear 
that  it  was  necessary  here  for  them  to  take  a  chattel 
interest,  either  till  the  legacies  were  paid,  or  till  the 
legatees  attained  twenty-one ;  which  of  the  two  it  is  un- 
necessary to  determine,  if  the  point  was  not  taken.  We 
will  inquire  whether  it  was  or  not 

On  the  other  point. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

In  the  present  term  the  judgment ^of  the  Court  was  de* 
Hvered  by — 

Paeke,  B. — In  this  case,  which  was  heard  before  my 
Brothers  BoUand^  Alder§on,  Gwrney»  and  myself,  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained  on  two  grounds : — first, 
that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  will  of  J<^  Spark, 
under  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims,  the  legal 
estate  in  the  land  in  question  was  not  in  the  plaintiffs,  but 
in  the  trustees;    and   secondly,   that  evidence   of    the 

(u)  3  Atk.  267.  V.  Horty  3  Bro.  C.  C.  31 1 ;  Pywi  v. 

(6)  2  Atk.  239.     See  aUu  Uunl     Blackburn,  3  Veg.  467- 
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deTUof's  dedarations  was  improperly  received  on  the  trial,  Exch,  y  PUatt 
to  shew  what  he  meant  by  a  particular  description  in  the  ^ 

will.  Doe 

The  substance  of  the  will  was  as  follows.  [His  Lordship  gord 
stated  the  provisions  of  the  will  set  forth  above.]  Upon  nmds 
shewing  cause  against  the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  it  was 
contended,  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifiv  that 
the  trustees  took  only  a  chattel  interest,  till  the  annuity 
and  legacies  were  paid,  and  these  having  been  satisfied, 
the  legal  estate  of  the  trustees  ceased;  and  the  case 
of  Doe  d.  White  v.  Simpson  (a),  and  the  authorities 
there  cited,  were  referred  to  in  support  of  the  proposition ; 
and  the  first  objectu>n  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  was 
no  further  insisted  upon.  The  only  point  therefore 
remaining  to  be  considered  is,  whether  evidence  was 
properly  admitted  of  the  devisor's  declarations  to  shew 
what  person  he  meant  to  designate  by  the  description 
of  **  George  Gord,  the  son  of  Gord.**  And  we  are  of 
opinion  that  sudi  evidence  was  properly  adndtted. 

If,  upon  the  face  of  the  devise,  it  had  been  uncertain 
whether  the  devisor  had  selected  a  particular  object  of  his 
bounty,  no  evidence  would  have  been  admissible  to  prove 
that  he  intended  a  gift  to  a  certain  mdividual :  such  would 
have  been  a  case  of  ambiguitas  patens,  within  the  meaning 
of  Lord  Bacon^s  rule  (ft),  which  ambiguity  could  not  be 
holpen  by  averment ;  for  to  allow  such  evidence  would  be, 
with  respect  to  that  subject,  to  cause  a  parol  will  to 
operate  as  a  written  one;  or,  adopting  the  language 
of  Lord  Bacon, "  to  make  that  pass  without  writing,  which 
the  law  appointeth  shall  not  pass  but  by  writing."  But 
here,  on  the  face  of  the  devise,  no  such  doubt  arises. 
There  is  no  blank  before  the  name  of  Gord  the  father, 
which  might  have  occasioned  a  doubt  whether  the  devisor 
had  finally  fixed  on  any  certain  person  in  his  mind.    The 

{a)  5  East,  162.  (b)  Maxims,  25. 
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Eteh.  •/  Pleat,  devisoF  bas  dearly  selected  a  particular  individual  as  the 
devisee. 

Let  us  then  consider,  what  would  have  been  the  case, 
if  there  had  been  no  mention  in  the  will  of  any  oiker 
George  Gord  the  son  of  a  Gord :  on  that  supposition 
there  is  no  doubt,  upon  the  authorities,  but  that  evi- 
dence  of  the  devisor's  intention,  as  proved  by  his 
declarations,  would  have  been  admissible.  Upon  the 
proof  of  extrinsic  facts,  which  is  always  allowed  in  order 
to  enable  the  Court  to  place  itself  in  the  situation  of 
the  devisor,  and  to  construe  his  will,  it  would  have  ap- 
peared that  there  were  at  the  date  of  the  will  /tro.  persons, 
to  each  of  whom  the  description  would  be  equally  applica* 
ble.  This  clearly  resembles  the  case  put  by  Lord  Bacon 
of  a  latent  ambiguity,  as  where  one  grants  his  manor  of  S. 
to  J.  F.  and  his  heirs,  and  the  truth  is  that  he  has  the 
manors  both  of  North  S.  and  South  S. ;  in  which  case 
Lord  Bacon  says,  ^'it  shall  be  holpen  by  averment, 
whether  of  them  was  that  which  the  party  intended  to 
pass.'*  The  case  is  also  exactly  like  that  mentioned  by 
Lord  Coke  in  AUhanCs  case  (a) ;  **  if  A.  levies  a  fine 
to  William  his  son,  and  A.  has  two  sons  named  William, 
the  averment  that  it  was  his  intent  to  levy  the  fine  to  the 
younger  is  good,  and  stands  well  with  the  words  of  the  finer 
Another  case  is  put  in  Counden  v.  ddrke  (b),  which  is  in 
point ;  "  if  one  devise  to  his  son  John,  where  he  has  two 
sons  of  that  name :  '*  and  the  same  rule  was  acted  upon  in 
the  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Morgan  (c).  The  characteristic  of 
all  these  cases  b,  that  the  words  of  the  will  <fo  describe  the 
object  or  subject  intended ;  and  the  evidence  of  the  de- 
clarations of  the  testator  has  not  the  effect  of  varying  the 
instrument  in  any  way  whatever:  it  only  enables  the  Court 
to  reject  one  of  the  subjects,  or  objects,  to  which  the 
description  in  the  will  applies;  and  to  determine  which  of 

(a)  8  Rep.  165  A.  (h)  Hob.  ;^2.  (c)  1  C.  &  M.  235. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  ^ILL.  lY.  14] 

the  two  the  devisor  understood  to  be  signified  by  the  ^*c^  of  Pteat, 
description  which  he  used  in  the  will.    This  subject  has 
been  most  ably  discussed  by  Mr.  Wigram,  in  his  excellent 
treatise  on  the  rules  of  law  respectug  the  admission  of  ex- 
trinsic evidence  in  the  interpretation  of  wills. 

There  would  then  have  been  no  doubt  whatever  of  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  of  the  devisor's  intention,  if  the 
devise  €0  "  George,  the  son  of  Gord,"  had  stood  alone,  and 
no  mention  had  been  made  in  the  will  of  George  the  son 
of  John  Gord,  and  George  the  son  of  George  Gord. 
But  does  the  circumstance  that  there  are  two  persons 
named  in  the  will,  each  answering  the  description  of 
''George,  the  son  of  Gord,**  prevent  the  application  of 
this  rule  ?  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  does  not.  In  truth, 
the  mention  of  persons  by  those  descriptions  in  other  parts 
of  the  will,  has  no  more  effect,  for  this  purpose,  than  proof 
by  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  persons,  and 
that  they  were  known  to  the  devisor,  would  have  had :  it 
sh^ws  that  there  were  two  persons,  to  either  of  whom  the 
description  in  question  would  be  applicable,  and  that  such 
two  persons  were  both  known:  and  the  present  case 
really  amounts  to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  person 
to  whom  the  imperfect  description  appears  on  the  parol 
evidence  to  apply,  is  described  in  other  parts  of  the  same 
will  by  a  more  full  and  perfect  description,  which  excludes 
any  other  object  than  himself.  Still  he  is  pointed  out  in 
the  devise  itsrelf  by  a  description,  which,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
is  perfectly  correct  In  the  case  of  Doe  v.  Morgan^  above 
referred  to,  precisely  the  same  circumstance  occurred. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover ;  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Charrington  0.  M EATHERIN6HAM  and  Another. 
A  parish  officer    X  HIS  was  an  actioQ  of  trespass  axrainst  the  defendants/ 

sued  in  trespass  .  i       /*.  n  i  .  ,    i. 

for  distraining  who  were  parish  officers,  for  taking  several  distresses  on 

b nrtentWed,  *h®  plaintiff's  goods  for  poor  and  highway  rates.    The 

4s1si'^^^  6  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  Spring  assijses  for  Northamp- 

1. 19,  or  13  &  tonshire,  when  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  for  want  of 

8. 20,  to  treble '  proving  notice  of  action.  The  Master,  on  taxation,  allowed 
Sff Uno'S!  *«  defendants  treble  costs.  Miller  having  obtained  a 
suited.  rule  nbi  for  a  review  of  the  taxation^ 

^  N.  Clarke  shewed  canse. — The  question,  whether  the 
Master  has  done  right  in  taxing  the  defendant's  treble 
costs,  depends,  first,  on  the  poor  law  acts  of  43  Eliz.  c.  2, 
8.19,  and  13  &  14  Car.  3,  c.  12,  s.20;  and  secondly,  on 
the  highway  act,  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  81.  The  two  former 
statutes  give  treble  damages  to  parish  officers,  sued  in 
trespass,  for  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  their  authority,  if 
the  plaintiff  be  nonsuited ;  and  treble  damages  necessarily 
include  treble  cosUf  the  costs  being  the  damages  which 
the  defendant  sustains  by  being  sued.  And  the  13  Geo.  8, 
c.  78,  s.  81,  expressly  gives  the  defendant  in  any  action  for 
any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  in  case  of  nonsuit, 
treble  costs. 


Miller,  contrA. — It  was  expressly  decided  in  Butierton 
V.  Fuller  (a),  ihat  an  avowant  in  replevin  on  a  distress  for 
poor  rates  was  entitled,  under  the  43EHz.  c.S,  s.  19,  to 
single  costs  only;  and  the  distinction  was  taken,  that  where 
the  party  was  entitled  to  damages  at  common  law,  if 
treble  damages  are  given  by  statute,  he  shall  have  treble 
costs  also ;  but  not  where,  as  in  this  case,  he  was  not  en- 
titled to  damages   at  common   law  (6).     The  statute  of 

{a)  1  Brod.  &  B.  517.         (b)  Okefyy.  Salter,  Noy's  Rep.  137. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  7  WtLL«  IV.  143 

Car.  S  has  no  relation  to  the  present  case.    And  the  IS  ^*^\^^^* 
Geo.  8,  c»  78|  has  been  repealed  by  the  6  &  6  Will  4,  c.  ^ 

SO  (a),  which  contains  no  provision  for  treble  costs.  Charbinoton 

MEATHBRINa«> 

Lord  ABiNQEft,  C.  B.— The  statute  of  Elizabeth  gives         "am. 
the  party  treble  damages  ancf  his  costs.  The  case  referred 
to  is  decisive  that  that  entitles  him  to  single  costs  only. 

Parke,  B. — The  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  is,  it  seems,  out  of  the 
question.  No  general  power  to  make  a  poor  rate  is  given 
by  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12;  and  the  provision  in  that 
act  would  operate  only  in  favour  of  constables,  tithing- 
men,  &c.  The  defendants  can  claim,  therefore,  only 
under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  as  to  which  there  is 
an  authority  directly  against  them. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  That  act  came  into  opera-  former,  in  order  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion on  the  2(Hh  March,  1836.  tion  whether)  the  repeal  having 
After  tbe  determination  of  tUb  taken  place  after  the^  verdict,  but 
case,  it  was  discovered  that  the  before  judgment  was  signed  in 
cause  was  tried  before  the  act  the  cause,  ic  affected  the  defen- 
took  effect;  and  N,  Clarke,  in  dant's  light  to  treble  costs  under 
Hilary  Term,  1837 >  obtained  a  the  former  statute.  Seepos^ 
mle  nisi  in  the  same  terms  as  the 


Shillibber  0.  Glyn,  Bart.,  and  Others. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated  that  the  defen-  semhu,  that  a 

dants  were  co-partners  in  banking,  and  exercised  the  trade  ^*<^*"*'\«n  >** 

of  bankers  in  London ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  "tating  that  the 

of  coaches,  &c.,  running  in  and  about  London  and  other  about  to  p^/ 

places,  and  in  the  habit  of  attending  markets  and  fairs  money  to'tiTc*'* 

for  the  sale  of  horses;   that  on  the  3 1st  of  March,  1834,  defendant!  in 

1  1   '      -A*  i_   •  •  ,    ^  ▼         .  London,  that 

the  plaintJii  being  about  to  proceed  from  London  to  a  tbey  might 

cause  it  to  be 
paid  to  him  at 
N.  on  a  certain  day;  that  the  defendants  received  the  money  for  that  purpose  from  the  plaintiff*; 
and  that  thereupon  afterwards,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the  defendant^  promised  to  cause 
the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  at  N.,  discloses  a  sufficient  consideration  fbr  the  promise. 
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Bxeh.  ^/J^^^t  fair  at  Northampton^  to  be  held  on  the  5th  of  Aprils  paid 
into  the  defendants'  banking-house  in  London  660/.,  in 
order  that  the  defendants  might  cause  that  sum  to  be  paid 
to  the  plaintiff  or  his  order  at  Northampton  (a)  on  the  5th 
of  April ;  that  the  defendants  received  the  said  sum  from 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  that  they  might  cause  the 
said  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  order  at  North- 
ampton; and  thereupon,  in  consideration  of  the  premises, 
the  defendants  prombed  the  plaintiff  that  they  would 
punctually  cause  the  said  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
or  his  order  at  Northampton  on  the  5th  April. 

Breach — that  although  the  plaintiff,  confiding  &c.,  did 
go  to  the  fair  at  Northampton,  for  the  purpose  of  pur- 
chasing horses,  the  defendants  did  not,  though  re- 
quested (6),  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  the  said  money  or 
any  part  thereof  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  order  at  North- 
ampton, at  the  time  so  agreed  upon :  stating  special  damage 
in  inability  to  buy  horses,  and  expense  in  travelling  and 
servants,  and  being  obliged  to  buy  inferior  horses  at 
higher  prices. 

General  demurrer ;  stating  as  the  ground  in  the  margin, 
that  the  declaration  shewed  no  sufficient  consideration 
for  the  alleged  promise. 

Manning  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  declaration 
shews  that  the  defendantb  were  gratuitous  bailees ;  and 
such  a  bailment  raises,  not  the  general  promise  here  de- 
clared upon,  but  merely  an  undertaking  to  be  answerable 
for  gross  negligence.  Doorman  v.  Jenkins  (c)  was  the 
case  of  a  gratuitous  bailment,  but  there  it  was  alleged 
in  the  second  count  that  the  defendant  undertook  that  he 

(a)  Quaere,  whether  it  should  might  perhaps  have  been  objected 
not  have  been  alleged  that  the  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  al- 
defendants  undertook  that  their  leged  that  the  defendants  had  no- 
correspondent  at  Northampton  tice  whether  the  money  was  to 
should  pay,  that  !>eing  the  real  un-  be  piud  to  him  or  his  order, 
derstanding  of  the  parties.  (c)  2  Adol.  &  £11. 256;  4  Nev. 

(6)  Upon  special  demurrer,  it  &  Man.  170. 
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would  take  due  and  proper  care  of  the  money  delivered  £'«*•  o/PUat, 
to  him»  whilst  in  his  hands.  This  must  be  understood  to 
imply  that  degree  of  care  which  the  terms  of  the  bailment 
required.  The  count  alleged  a  loss  of  the  money  for 
want  of  proper  care,  and  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifFwas 
held  to  be  properly  found  under  the  facts  of  that  case,  on 
the  ground  of  gross  negligence.  But  that  circumstance 
would  have  been  immaterial  if  the  gratuitous  bailment 
rendered  the  bailee  liable  absolutely,  to  deliver  over  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  the  bailor  at  the  time  of  the  de- 
livery. Coggs  V.  Bemard{a).  In  Shiells  v.  Blackburne  (&), 
a  general  merchant  undertook  without  reward  to  enter  the 
goods  of  A.  at  the  Custom  House  for  exportation,  with 
goods  of  his  own  of  the  same  description.  The  entry 
being  made  under  a  wrong  denomination,  both  parcels 
were  seized.  It  was  held  that  the  bailee,  not  being  of  any 
trade  or  profession  which  implied  skill,  having  stipulated 
for  no  reward,  and  having  taken  the  same  care  of  the  goods 
of  A.  as  he  had  of  his  own,  was  not  liable  for  the  loss. 
In  DarinaUy.  Howard  {c),  the  defendant  was  held  to  be 
liable  on  the  ground  that  he  had  undertaken  the  invest- 
ment of  the  monies  in  the  character  of  an  attorney,  a 
character  which  implied  skill.  It  might  have  been  added,  a 
character  which  implied  payment  also.  So  also  in  Whitehead 
V.  Greeiham  {d).  Here  the  plaintiff  has  thought  proper  to 
introduce  an  allegation  that  the  defendants  were  bankers 
in  London ;  but  he  has  not  alleged  any  usage  by  bankers 
to  undertake  to  forward  the  moneys  of  all  comers  to  any 
part  of  the  kingdom  {e)  which  the  party  may  point  out ; 
nor  is  it  alleged  that  the  defendants  have  held  themselves 


(a)2LordRaym.909.  (e)  The  decIaratioD  originally 

{h)  1  H.  Bla.  168.  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  cut- 

(e)  4  B.  &  G.  346  ;  6  D.  &  R.  iomer  of  the  defendants ;  but  this 

^38.  allegation   being   traversed,  was 

{d)  M<C1.  &  Y.  206 ;  2  Bingh.  struck  out. 

4€4;  10  B.  Moore,  183. 

VOL.  II.  L                                             M.  W. 
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^^\^^^'"'  out  as  persons  willing  to  forward  money  in  that  manner: 
-  without  some  allegation  of  this  kind  the  Court  will  not 

Shillibbbr  take  judicial  notice  of  the  mode  in  which  the  business  of 
Gltn.  a  banker  in  London  is  carried  on.  But  if  it  would*  it  is 
perfectly  notorious  that  the  business  of  a  London  banker 
is  to  receive  the  money  of  his  customers,  whereby  he  be- 
comes their  debtor,  Simg  ▼.  Band  (a),)  and  to  pay  it  out 
upon  their  cheques ;  and  that  he  does  not  remit  money  to 
other  places,  except  as  a  special  favour,  for  the  purpose  of 
obliging  a  customer,  in  case  the  banker  happens  to  have 
correspondents  at  the  place  in  which  the  customer  wishes 
the  money  to  be  paid. 

The  promise  is  here  laid  upon  a  paH  consideration,  and 
there  is  nothing  to  connect  that  consideration  with  the 
subsequent  promise.  That  this  is  necessary  appears  dis- 
tinctly from  Hayes  ▼.  Warren  (6) :  there  the  count  objected 
to  was  for  work  and  labour  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant,  in  consideration  whereof  the  defendant  pro- 
mised to  pay  ;  and  the  judgment  was  reversed  in  error  on 
the  ground  that  this  was  a  past  consideration,  not  laid  to 
have  arisen  at  the  request  of  the  defendant.  WeMi  v. 
West  (c) ;  OUverson  v.  Wood  (d)  ;  Cotton  v.  Wescoti  (e) 
[Parke,  B. — ^An  express  promise  to  pay  is  stated  in  the 
declaration.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  promise  is  stated 
to  have  been  made  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  which 
premises  are  the  parting  by  the  plaintiff  with  his  money. 
Is  not  this  a  detriment  to  the  plaintiff?]  The  part- 
ing with  the  money  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of 
its  being  transmitted  to  Northampton  was  a  benefit  to 
the  plaintiff,  but  to  the  defendants  merely  a  trouble 
and  a  charge.  IParke,  B. — A  precedent  request  is  ne- 
cessary only  where  the  consideration  is  execuled.     Here 

(o)2  Nev.    &    Man.  608  ;    5  1  Via.  279. 

Bam.  &  AdoL  389.  (d)  3  Lev.  366. 

(b)  2  Stra.  933.  («)  3  Bulst.  I87i  and  see  B<tgge 

(c)  1  Roll  Abr.  11 ;  translated,  v.  Slade,  Ibid.  162. 
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the  question  is   whether  the  promise  is  not  contempo-  Et^^Pieas, 
raoeous  with  the  delivery  of  the  money.    Lord  Abinger,  ^ 

C.  B. — In  this  case  an  agreement  appears  to  be  expressly    sbillibbbr 
stated.    The  plaintiff  agrees  to  pay  650/.  into  the  hands        qltn. 
of  the  defendants,  and  they  agree  to  repay  it  at  North- 
ampton.] 

The  Court  then  suggested  that  the  plaintiff  should 
amend,  by  averring  that  the  money  had  been  deposited  at 
the  request  of  the  defendants.  But  it  was  stated  by 
Barsiaw  for  the  plaintiff,  that  he  had  considered  the  point, 
and  had  come  to  the  conclusion  that  no  amendment  could 
be  safely  made. 

Barstaw,  contra. — This  declaration  discloses  in  sub- 
stance an  absolute  undertaking  to  pay  the  money  at 
Northampton.  [^Alderson^  B. — If  it  is  in  substance  that, 
why  do  you  not  aver  it  ?]  This  is  not  like  the  delivery  of 
com  in  a  sack,  or  of  money  in  a  bag,  from  which  the 
bailee  can  have  no  benefit.  Wheatly  v.  Low  (a)  shews 
that  the  consideration  here  laid  is  sufficient.  There  it 
was  held  that  if  A.  accepts  money  from  B.  to  deliver  it 
over  to  C,  the  acceptance  of  the  money  is  a  good  con- 
sideration to  charge  him  in  assumpsit  at  the  suit  of  B., 
upon  a  promise  to  pay  the  amount  to  C.;  that  case,  in 
which  the  acceptance  was  in  no  particular  character,  is 
recognized  in  Jones  on  Bailments  (6).  [^Parke^  B. — You 
have  not  averred  an  acceptance  on  the  special  terms.  I 
presume  you  have  not  looked  at  the  record  in  Wheatly 
V.  Low."]  In  Whitehead  v.  Greeiham,  the  delivery  of 
money  to  the  defendant  was  held,  after  verdict,  to  be  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  an  undertaking  to  lay  out  the 
money  upon  proper  security.  [Parke,  B. — There  it  was 
after  verdict.]  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  could  not  have 
redenianded  the  money  from  the  defendants  in  London. 

(fl)  Cro.  Jac.  667.  (6)  P.  51. 

L   2 
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E^eh.  of  PUoMt  After  the  special  delivery  he  was  bound  to  receive  it  at 

^      ^  '   >     Northampton,  and  the  defendants  derived  a  benefit  from 

SniLLiBEER     a  right  to  retain  the  plaintiff's  money  in  their  own  hands* 

Glyw.        [Parke^  B. — You  say  there  was  a  binding  agreement  to 

pay  the  money  at  Northampton,  which  could  not  be  put 

an  end  to  but  by  mutual  consent.] 

Manning  in  reply. — If  there  was  a  binding  agreement,  it 
will  follow  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  required  the 
defendants  to  repay  the  money  in  London ;  but  the  sole 
question  between  the  parties  is,  whether  upon  the  face 
of  this  declaration  there  is  a  binding  agreement;  whether 
the  acceptance  of  money  not  paid  at  the  defendant's  re- 
quest, is  a  suflScient  consideration  for  a  promise  to  pay 
the  amount  at  a  distant  place  ai  all  events.  [Parke^  B.— 
Whether  it  does  not  import  a  promise  at  the  time  to  pay 
a  like  sum  of  money.] 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.B.— Where  a  party  undertakes  to 
pay  money  at  a  certain  time,  no  request  of  payment  (a)  is 
necessary.  Here  at  the  time  the  money  was  paid  in,  the 
agreement  was  that  the  money  should  be  paid  at  a  certain 
day.  Do  not  you  think  you  had  better  amend,  and  plead 
the  general  issue  ! 

Parks,  B....If  the  allegation  in  the  declaration  means, 
that  at  the  time  the  money  was  paid  in,  the  defendants  en- 
gaged to  pay  the  money  absolutely  at  Northampton,  there 
seems  to  have  been  a  good  consideration  to  support 
the  promise.  Wheaily  v.  Low^  if  correctly  reported,  will 
enable  us  to  put  the  construction  upon  the  declaration. 
Had  you  not  better  consider  whether  you  will  amend,  and 
look  at  the  case  of  Wheailey  v.  Low^  to  see  what  was  the 
allegation  on  the  record  ?     Upon  the  plea  of  the  general 

(a)  Id  this  case  a  request  by  the  plaintiff  was  laid,  but  none  by  the 
defendants. 


MICHAELMAS  TBRM,  7  WILL.  lY.  149 

issue,  if  it  appears  thst  there  was  not  any  undertaking  to  ^n^-  <>/  Pleat, 
guarantee  payment  at  Northampton,  or  if  upon  further 
examination  the  consideration  shall  appear  to  be  insuf- 
ficient, the  plaintiff  cannot  recover.  I  feel  pressed  by  the 
authority  of  Wheaily  ▼•  LoWf  and  I  think  it  advisable 
that  the  rolls  should  be  searched  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining in  what  manner  the  consideration  and  the  promise 
are  there  laid.  Should  a  verdict  be  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  defendants  may  move  in  arrest  of  judgment,  if  upon 
examining  the  roll  in  Wheaily  v.  Low,  or  upon  further 
consideration,  that  course  should  appear  to  them  to  be  ad- 
visable. 

Leave  given  to  withdraw  the  demurrer  and 
plead,  on  payment  of  costs  (a). 

(a)  The  defendaots  sfterwardB  search  was  made  for  the  roll  in 

pleaded  non-assumpsit ;  that  the  Wkeatlif  v.  Low^  which  from  the 

money  was  paid  upon  the  terms  contemporaneous  report  in  Palmer, 

mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  281,  {Loe*s  ccae\  would  rather  ap- 

that  the  phdntiff  accepted  back  pear  to  be  correctly  reported  upon 

the  650/.  in  foil  satisfaction.   The  this  point;  and  see  2  Lord  Raym. 

action  was  compromised,  and  no  920 ;  Anon,  1  Ventris,  46. 


Cope  v.  Rowlands. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  WDrk  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  and  a  broker  on- 

attendance  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  on  his  re-  ^on  fo?toA 

tainer,  and  for  certain  commission  and  reward  then  due  and  labour,  and 

and  of  right  paj'able  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff^  buying  and 

with  counts  for  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated,  and  ^""unteM'dnly 

for  interest.  licchsed  by  the 

mayor  and  al- 

Pleas  —  first,   non-assumpsit;    secondly,   a    set-off;  dennenofthe 
thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  work,  labour,  care,  "^Z^^xoT 
diligence,  and  attendance  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  ^°"^'  ^'  ^^* 
therein  alleged  to  have  been  done,  performed,  and  be- 
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^^\^^^'  Stowed  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  agent  of  the  defendant,  were 
and  are  work  and  labour^  care,  diligence^  and  attendance 
done,  performed,  and  bestowed  by  the  plaintiff  within  the 
city  of  London  as  a  broker,  to  wit,  as  a  stock-broker,  in 
and  about  the  purchasing  and  selling  for  and  on  account 
of  the  defendant,  and  bargaining  for  and  on  account  of 
the  defendant,  for  and  in  respect  of  divers  interests  and 
shares  in  divers  public  stocks  and  securities,  and  divers 
public  bonds  and  other  public  securities,  and  that  the 
commission  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  was  and  is 
commission  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  for  and  in  respect  of 
such  work,  labour,  care,  diligence,  and  attendance  as 
aforesaid  so  done  and  performed  by  him  the  plaintiff  as 
a  stock-broker.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  at  the  time  or  times,  or  any  of  them,  of  doing,  per- 
forming, and  bestowing  the  work,  labour,  care,  diligence, 
and  attendance,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  a 
broker  duly  licensed,  authorized,  or  empowered  to  act  or 
practise  as  a  broker  in  the  premises  or  any  of  them  within 
the  said  city  of  London.     Verification. 

Replication,  to  the  second  plea,  nil  debet,  and  to  the  last 
plea,  de  injuria. 

At  the  trial  before  Parke ^  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  last  Trinity  Term,  it  being  proved  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  a  sworn  broker  in  the  city  of  London,  the  jury, 
under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge,  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  and  second  issues,  and  for 
the  defendant  on  the  third ;  and  they  assessed  the  damages 
on  the  first  count  at  24/.  is.  6rf.,  and  on  the  other  counts 
at  95/.  On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  £oi7ip<»,  Serjt., 
obtained  a  rule  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  third  issue,  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plea  was  bad  in  law. 

Plait  and  Peiersdorff  now  shewed  cause. — The  ques* 
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tion  16,  whether  the  third  plea  was  a  good  answer  to  the  Sxeh.  vf  pim«» 
action  as  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration ;  and  it  is 
submitted  that  it  clearly  is.  By  the  6  Anne,  c.  16,  s.  4,  it  is 
enacted, "  that  all  brokers  who  shall  act  as  brokers  within 
the  city  of  London  and  liberties  thereof  shall,  from  time 
to  time,  be  admitted  so  to  do  by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and 
Aldermen  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  under  such 
restrictions  and  limitations  for  their  honest  and  good  be- 
haviour as  that  Court  shall  think  fit  and  reasonable ;  and 
shall,  upon  such  their  admission,  pay  to  the  Chamberlain 
of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  for  the  uses  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  sum  of  40^.,  and  shall  also  yearly  pay  to  the 
sidd  uses  the  sum  of  40#.  upon  the  S9th  day  of  September  in 
every  year.*'  It  then  provides  that  all  such  monies  should, 
in  the  first  place,  be  applied  in  the  paying  and  satisfying 
one  William  Stewart  (who  was  lessee  of  the  profits  of  the 
office  of  Garbler  within  the  city  of  London)  the  sum  of 
967/.  lOf.,  for  a  compensation  for  his  interest  in  the  sud 
office ;  and  that,  after  the  payment  of  that  sum,  ''  all  the 
monies  arising  by  such  admissions  and  yearly  payments 
shall  go  to  and  be  enjoyed  by  the  said  Mayor  and  Com- 
monalty and  Citizens  of  the  city  of  London.'*  Proviso, 
"  that  if  any  person  shall  take  upon  him  to  act  as  a  broker, 
or  employ  any  other  under  him  to  act  as  such,  within  the 
said  city  and  liberties,  not  being  admitted  as  aforesaid, 
every  such  person  so  offending  shall  forfeit  and  pay,  to  the 
use  of  the  said  Mayor  and  Commonalty  and  Citizens  of 
the  said  city,  for  every  such  offence  the  sum  of  25/.,  to  be 
recovered  by  action  of  debt,**  &c.  The  former  Act  of 
8  &  9  Will.  S,  c.  3S,  inhibits  in  terms  the  acting  as 
a  broker  without  being  properly  licensed.  \PaTke»  B. — 
That  statute  had  expired  before  the  statute  of  Anne  was 
passed.]  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  prevent 
improper  persons  from  practising  as  brokers,  for  the  pro-  ^ 
tection  of  the  public.  There  are  two  propositions  to  be 
considered  in  this  case.    The  first  is,  whether  a  stock- 
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Exeh.  of  Pieoi,  broker  is  a  broker  within  the  meaning  of  the  6  Anne,  c 
1836.         jg    [p^^jt^^  B,— That  was  settled  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  Clarke  v.  Powell  (a).    It  was  there  decided  that 
a  stock-broker  is  a  broker  within  the  6  Anne,  c.  16,  and 
57  Geo.  3,  c.  Iz.  (6),  and  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by 
the  latter  statute  for  acting  as  a  broker  without  having 
been  admitted  by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of 
London.]     Taking  that  as  settled ;  secondly,  these  acts 
were  not  made  for  mere  revenue  purposes,  but  for  the 
protection  of  the   public  against  fraud :  but  if  both  ob- 
jects were  contemplated  by  the  act,  then  the  plaintiff  can- 
not recover.    The  statute  13  Edw.  1,  st.  5,  also  contains  a 
prohibition  against  brokers  acting  within  the  city  of  Lon- 
don without  being  sworn  before  the  Mayor  and  Alder- 
men (c) ;  and  though  it  is  a  statute  of  a  very  ancient  date, 
it  is  still  in  force,  it  never  having  been  repealed.     The 
statute  1  James  1,  c.  21,  recites,  that  frauds  had  been  com- 
mitted by. upstart  brokers,  and  its  object  was  the  preven- 
tion of  frauds  by  brokers.     It  is  true  that  one  of  the  ob- 
jects of  the  statute  of  Anne  appears  to  be  to  increase  the 
revenue  of  the  city  of  London,  but  the  primary  object  of 
that,  as  well  as  of  the  former  acts,  was  the  protection  of 
the  subject.     There  are  several  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
intimated,  that    the   want  of  legal  qualification  in    the 
broker  would  be  a  good  ground  of  nonsuit :  Gibbons  v. 
Rule  (rf)>   E^  parte  Dyster  (e).   Green  v.  Weaver  (/). 
In  Johnson  v.  Hudson  {g)^  a  factor,  who  sold  a  parcel  of 
prize  manufactured  tobacco,  without  having  entered  him- 
self with  the  Excise  office  as  a  dealer  in  tobacco,  nor  hav- 

(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  846 ;  1  Nev.  &  ou  Meyre  e  Aldermana. 

Man.  492.  {d)  4  Bing.  301. 

(6)  By  which  latter  statute  the  [e)  i  Merivale,  156;  2  Rose's, 

penalty  was  increased  to  100/.  B.  C.  349. 

(c)  Ne  nul  abrocour  ne  seit  (/)  1  Simons,  404. 

denz  la  citee  forceaus  qe  soent  {g)  11  East,  180. 
receuz  e  jures  devant  le  gardeyn 
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ing  any  licence  as  such,  was  certainly  hehl  entitled  to  re-  ^*ek,  af  Pleat, 
cover ;  but  that  was  because  it  was  the  breach  of  a 
mere  revenue  reguhttion,  which  was  protected  by  a  specific 
penalty.  The  object  of  those  statutes  was  clearly  one  of 
revenue,  and  nothing  more.  But  in  Law  v.  Hadson  (a)» 
it  was  held  that  the  stat.  17  Geo.  3,  c.  4^,  which  requires 
bricks  for  sale  to  be  of  certain  dimensions,  and  gives  a 
penalty  for  the  breach  of  that  regulation,  being  passed  to 
protect  the  buyer  against  the  fraud  of  the  seller,  the  sel- 
ler could  not  recover  the  value  of  bricks  sold  under  the 
statutable  sice.  [Parke^  B. — Very  considerable  doubt 
was  thrown  on  the  distinction  which  has  been  taken  be- 
tween breaches  of  laws  passed  for  revenue  purposes  and 
others,  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Duncan  {b);  and  when  it 
comes  to  be  considered,  I  think  that  distinction  will  be 
oTcrruled.]  The  whole  depends  on  the  object  of  the 
legislature ;  and  if  in  this  case  it  can  be  shewn  from  the 
recitals  in  the  1  Jac  1,  c.  21,  and  from  this  statute,  and 
from  the  evils  pointed  out,  that  its  object  is  to  protect  the 
public,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
any  thing  which  he  does  in  breach  of  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  In  Green  v.  Weaver ^  which  was  a  bill  filed 
against  a  broker  for  a  discovery  by  his  employer,  the 
Vice-ChanceOor,  in  giving  judgment,  after  stating  the  case, 
says  (e),  ''  Upon  a  case  thus  stated,  I  think  that  two  pro- 
positions  may  be  assumed :  first,  that  the  policy  of  the 
law  not  only  requires  that  a  broker  or  agent  should  act 
with  fidelity  to  his  employer,  and  should  be  ready  at  all 
tioies  to  render  a  full  and  clear  account  of  his  transac- 
tions; but,  secondly,  from  the  nature  of  this  case,  the 
defendant  must  possess,  and  perhaps  exclusively  possess, 
the  means  of  stating  that  account,  which  the  policy  of  the 


(a>llEast,dOO.  Ry.  114. 

{h)  10  B.  &  Cr.  93;  6  M.  &         (c)  I  SimoDS,  424. 
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jem*.  0/  P<M#,  law  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  demand."  And  he  adds  (a), 
''  If  I  decide  that  the  defendants  are  not  bound  to  answer, 
I  may  render  those  acts  of  Parliament,  especially  framed 
&r  the  purpose  of  protecting  principals  from  the  dis- 
honesty of  their  agents,  a  cover  to  their  agents  in  the 
grossest  and  most  scandalous  frauds."  The  same  doctrine 
is  laid  down  in  Ex  parte  Dy$ier  (6).  It  b  submitted, 
that  as  the  facts  disclosed  on  the  third  issue  clearly  sbew 
that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  in  respect  of  the  por- 
tion of  his  claim  covered  by  the  third  plea,  is  founded 
upon  a  breach  of  a  legislative  enactment,  impliedly,  by 
the  imposition  of  a  penalty,  interdicting  the  right  to  sue 
for  or  recover  the  demands  comprised  in  that  issue,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict  as  to  that  part 
of  the  record ;  and  that,  since  the  case  otForster  v.  Tay 
lor  (c),  it  may  be  safely  advanced  as  a  general  proposition, 
that  an  act  forbidden  to  be  done  under  a  penalty  is  in 
legal  effect  absolutely  prohibited,  and  that  the  prohibition 
exists  whether  the  penalty  be  introduced  in  a  statute  pas- 
sed for  a  financial  and  revenue  object,  or  for  the  general 
protection  of  society. 

Bampast  Serjt.  contra. — Although  it  may  be  admitted 
that  a  stockbroker  is  within  the  statute  of  Anne,  and  may 
render  himself  liable  to  penalties  for  practising  as  such 
without  having  been  admitted  by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and 
Aldermen,  yet  he  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  work  and 
labour  which,  at  the  defendant's  request,  he  has  be- 
stowed upon  his  business.  First,  the  staL  of  £dw.  I, 
which  has  been  referred  to,  is  not  a  general  law,  but  for  the 
city  of  London  only,  and  it  contains  no  special  regulation 


(a)  1  Simons,  426,  427.  (c)  6  B.  &  Adol.  887 ;  3  Ne7. 

(6)  2  Rose's  B.  C.  349;  S,  C.  1     &MaD.  224. 
Merivale,  L55. 
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for  brokers  onlj,  but  applies  to  a  great  many  other  mat-  ^ch.  of  Pieat, 
ten  which  are  now  obsolete ;  as,  for  instance,  it  contains  - 

a  provision  that  persons  shall  not  walk  in  the  streets  after  Cops 
curfew,  which  was  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening.  The  act  Rowlands. 
of  8  &  9  Will  8,  c.  32,  which  was  passed  expressly  for  the 
regulation  of  brokers,  did  contain  a  prohibition,  that  un- 
less duly  licensed,  a  broker  should  not  be  allowed  to  prac- 
tise ;  but  that  statute  was  allowed  to  expire,  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that 
such  a  prohibition  should  be  continued  ;  particularly 
as  the  stat.  of  Anne  contains  no  express  prohibition. 
[Parie,  B.— The  stat.  IS  Edw.  1,  st.  5,  has  not  expired; 
and  the  stat.  1  Jac.  1,  c.  81,  recites,  that  the  city  of  Lon^ 
don,  ''  of  long  and  of  ancient  time,**  had  been  used  to 
select  brdiers.]  The  stat.  of  Anne  is  not  a  general  act, 
but  is  eonfined  to  the  city  of  London  only,  and  is  there- 
fore a  local  act,  and  the  defendant  ought  to  have  set  it 
out  in  pleading.  [Aldersont  B.— It  applies  generally  to 
sU  the  King's  subjects  who  come  into  the  city  of  London, 
and  who  seek  to  practise  as  brokers  there.  Parke,  B. — 
And  it  u  printed  amongst  the  public  acts.]  Then,  the 
statute  merely  requires  that  the  broker  shall  be  admUUd 
to  practice  by  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen ;  but  the  plea  is, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  a  broker  ''duly  licensed, 
authorized,  or  empowered"  to  act  or  practise  as  a  broker. 
[Parke,  B. — ''  Admitted  so  to  do,*'  is  the  same  as  allowed 
or  authorized  so  to  do.  Gumey,  B. — ^Admission  is  au- 
thority. Parke,  B.— This  is  after  verdict,  and  the  Court 
must  look  to  the  substance  of  the  plea.]  Then  the  object 
of  the  provision  of  the  statute  of  Anne  was  to  raise  a 
revenue  to  the  city  of  London  by  granting  licences,  and 
not  with  a  view  to  the  regulation  of  brokers :  and  there- 
fore  this  contract  was  not  prohibited  by  it.  Without 
arguing  on  the  distinction  which  has  been  taken  between 
a  prohibition  of  a  contract  for  revenue  purposes  and 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  Others,  the  contract  in  the  present  case  is  not  prohibited. 
There  is  a  distinction  between  a  prohibition  and  the 
mere  imposition  of  a  penalty.  In  Gremaire  v.  Le  Clerc 
Bois  Valon  {a\  it  appears  to  have  been  held  by  Lord 
EUenbaroughf  that  a  surgeon  practising  in  London,  with- 
out being  licensed  by  the  College  of  Surgeons,  though 
liable  to  a  penalty  for  so  doing  under  3  Hen.  8,  c  11,  was 
nevertheless  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  business 
done  as  a  surgeon,  the  statute  containing  no  prohibitory 
clause.  That  case  has  been  considered  law,  and  has  been 
always  acted  on  in  every  action  on  a  surgeon's  bill.  The 
present  case  is  much  stronger  than  that,  as  this  is  not  in 
the  nature  of  a  general  penalty,  but  of  a  penalty  to  be  paid 
to  the  city  of  London  only.  iParke^  B.— It  seems  to  be 
assumed^  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  that  case  in  the 
Court  above,  that  the  plaintiff  was  duly  licensed,  from  the 
circumstance  that  it  had  not  been  proved  that  he  was 
not  regularly  licensed.]  There  is  a  difference  between 
that  case  and  an  action  on  an  apothecary's  bill,  because 
in  the  Apothecaries' Act  there  is  a  prohibitory  clause. 
[AUerson,  B. — Proof  of  che  licence  is  required  in  the  one 
case  and  not  in  the  other.]  In  the  case  of  Law  y.  Hod- 
son,  the  statute  was  meant  to  prohibit  bricks  under  a  par- 
ticular size  from  being  sold,  and  the  regulation  was  in- 
tended to  prevent  frauds.  And  Little  v.  Poole  (&),  which 
was  the  case  of  coals  being  sold  without  a  ticket,  was 
determined  on  the  same  principle.  But  when  the  act 
itself  is  not  illegal,  but  the  illegality  arises  from  something 
collateral,  a  plaintiff  is  not  precluded  from  recovering. 
In  Ex  parte  Dyster{c)t  where  a  broker  was  alleged  to  have 
been  a  trader,  contrary  to  the  condition  of  his  bond,  he 
was  allowed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  prove  for  a  debt 
incurred  in  such  trading.  That  is  a  case  under  th^same 
statute :  the  one  is  disobedience  of  the  regulations  made 

(a)  2  Camp.  144.  (c)  1  Mer.  ^b&)  S,  C.  2  Rose, 

(h)  9  B.  C.  Cr.  192.  B.  C.  349. 
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by  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  under  the  authority  of  the  J^eh.  of  PUai, 
statute ;  the  other  is  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  itself. 
The  statute  makes  the  regulations  equally  obligatory  as 
the  statute  itself.    That  is  therefore  a  decision  in  the 
pUdntiff*s  favour. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 
Parke,  B. — In  this  case,  which  was  argued  a  few  days 
ago,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto^  on  the  ground  that  a  plea  in  bar  was  bad  in  law. 
The  plea  was,  that  the  work  and  labour,  in  respect  of 
which  the  action  was  brought,  was  performed  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  broker  in  London^  and  that  he  was  not  duly 
licensed^  authorized,  and  empowered  to  act  as  a  stock- 
broker by  the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen,  pursuant  to 
the  statute.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  good  in 
substance,  and  consequently  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 
It  is  perfectly  settled,  that  where  the  contract  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce,  be  it  express  or  implied,  is  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication  forbidden  by  the  common  or 
statute  law,  no  court  will  lend  its  assistance  to  give  it 
effect.  It  is  equally  clear  that  a  contract  is  void  if  pro- 
hibited by  a  statute,  though  the  statute  inflicts  a  penalty 
only,  because  such  a  penalty  implies  a  prohibition.  Lord 
Holt,'  Bartleii  v.  Vinar  (a).  And  it  may  be  safely  laid 
down,  notwithstanding  some  dicta  apparently  to  the  con- 
trary, that  if  the  coniraci  be  rendered  illegal,  it  can  make 
no  difference,  in  point  of  law,  whether  the  statute  which 
makes  it  so  has  in  view  the  protection  of  the  revenue,  or 
any  other  object.  The  sole  question  is,  whether  the  sta- 
tute means  to  prohibit  the  contract  ?  In  the  cases  of  Brown 
V.  Duncan(b),  and  WethereU  v.  Jones  (c),  both  cases  of  vio- 

(a)  Ctrthew.  262.  M.  &  Ry.  114. 

(6)  10  B.  &  CrcM.  93;  6     "  (c)  3  B.  &  Aid.  221. 

VOL.  II.  M  M.  W. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  lation  of  the  Revenue  Laws,  the  particular  contract  sued 
1836 
^  '  -      upon  was  held  not  to  be  interdicted ;  and  in  Johnson  v. 

Cope  Hudson  (a),  as  explained  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Rowlands.  King's  Bench  in  Foster  v.  Taylor  {Jb)^  the  provision  of  the 
statute,  which  requires  persons  dealing  in  tobacco  to  take 
out  a  licence,  was  held  to  be  a  regulation  attaching  to  the 
plaintiff  personally,  and  affecting  him  with  the  penalty,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  licence  duty  only,  and  not 
forbidding  the  contract  itself;  thougli  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  some  little  doubt  has  been  thrown  on  the  particular 
case  in  a  very  learned  work,  2  Starkie  on  Evidence,  886. 
The  principle,  however,  of  that  decision,  as  above  ex- 
plained, is  correct ;  and  the  question  for  us  now  to  deter- 
mine is,  whether  the  enactment  of  the  statute  6  Ann,  c.  16, 
(altered  as  to  the  amount  of  penalty  by  57  Geo.  3,  c.  60), 
is  meant  merely  to  secure  a  revenue  to  the  city,  and  for 
that  purpose  to  render  the  person  acting  as  a  broker  liable 
to  a  penalty  if  he  does  not  pay  it  ?  or  whether  one  of  its 
objects  be  the  protection  of  the  public,  and  the  prevention 
of  impro;?^  persons  acting  as  brokers?  On  the  former 
supposition,  the  contract  with  a  broker  for  his  brokerage 
is  not  prohibited  by. the  statute;  on  the  latter  it  is :  for  it 
cannot  be  permitted  to  a  person  to  recover  a  compensation 
for  an  act  which  the  law  interdicts  him  from  doing.  In 
order  to  decide  this  point,  it  is  only  necessary  to  look  at 
the  statute  itself.  If  its  object  had  been  simply  the  pecu- 
niary advantage  of  the  Mayor  and  Corporation,  it  would 
have  been  wholly  unnecessary  to  have  made  any  provision 
for  securing  the  good  conduct  of  the  persons  admitted. 
The  more  that  should  be  allowed  to  practise,  the  larger 
the  revenue  of  the  city ;  but  the  enactment,  that  all  per- 
sons who  should  act  as  brokers  should  be  admitted  by  the 
Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  under  such  restrictions  and 
limitations  for  their  honest  and  good  behaviour  as  the 

(a)  11  East,  180.  (6)  5  B.  ^c  Aid,  898 ;  3  Nev.  &  Man.  244. 
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Court  should  think  fit  and  reasonable,  shews  clearly  that  ^ch.  of  Pleat, 
the  legislature  had  in  view,  as  one  object,  the  benefit  and 
security  of  the  public  in  those  important  transactions  which 
are  negotiated  by  brokers.  The  clause,  therefore,  which 
imposes  a  penalty,  must  be  taken  (in  the  language  of  Lord 
Holt,  .above  referred  to)  to  imply  a  prohibition  of  all  un- 
admitted persons  to  act  as  brokers,  and  consequently  to 
prohibit,  by  necessary  inference,  all  contracts  which  such 
persons  make  for  compensation  to  themselves  for  so  act- 
ing; and  this  is  the  contract  on  which  this  action  (so  far 
as  it  relates  to  brokerage)  is  brought. 

This  provision  of  the  statute,  so  construed,  is  in  affirm- 
ance of  the  right  of  the  Mayor  and  Aldermen  to  admit 
brokers,  which  appears  to  have  existed  in  the  earliest 
times,  and  that  for  the  convenience  of  trade  and  the  public 
good,  as  may  be  collected  from  the  statute  13  Ed.  1,  st.  5, 
and  the  recitals  in  the  1  Jac.  1,  cSl,  and  in  the  8  &  9 
Wm.  3,  c.  Sa 

The  distinction  between  this  and  the  case  of  Ex  parte 
Dygter  (a),  which  was  cited  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  is 
very  clearly  explained  by  Lord  Eldon  in  his  judgment. 
The  prohibition  to  act  without  admission,  is  statutory; 
tlie  regulations  adopted  by  the  Mayor  and  Court  of  Alder- 
men in  tbe  case  of  admitted  brokers  are  not ;  they  are 
purely  municipal,  and  have  not  the  force  of  a  general  law: 
the  only  consequences  of  their  violation  are  those  which 
the  regulations  prescribe. 

•  One  other  case  cited  for  the  plaintiff  remains  to  be 
noticed ;  it  is  that  of  Gretnaire  v.  Le  Clerc  Bois  Valon  (6), 
in  which  Lord  EUenborough  held  that  the  plaintiff  could 
recover  for  surgery  and  medicines,  though  he  had  not 
been  admitted  pursuant  to  the  statute  3  Hen.  8,  c.  11,  s.  1. 
It  is  certainly  difficult  to  reconcile  this  case  with  the  rule 
above  laid  down,  for  the  provisions  of  that  statute  were 

(a)  2  Rose's  Bankrupt  Cases,  349.  {b)  2  Camp.  144. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  dearly  meant  to  secure  to  the  public  skilful  practitioners 
in  surgery  and  medicine;  but,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  do  not  appear  to  have  sanctioned 
the  doctrine  of  Lord  Ellenborough,  for  they  disposed  of 
the  case  on  another  ground,  namely,  that  there  waa  no 
proof  that  the  plaintiff  had  noi  been  duly  licensed.  We 
therefore  think  that  case  is  not  a  binding  authority ;  and, 
for  the  reasons  above  given,  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Attorney-General  v.  Hill  and  Morris. 

The  King's  X  HIS  was  an  information  for  trespass  and  intrusion  by 
not  MiesMbic*  *^®  defendants,  by  distraining  certain  goods  and  chattels 
to  the  land-tax.  }„  i^ig  Majesty's  dock  yard  at  Deptford ;  to  which  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  the  general  issue  ;  and  the  cause  coming 
on  to  be  tried  at  the  sittings  after  Easter  Term,  1836,  be- 
fore Lord  Abinger,  C.  B«,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
Crown  for  58/.  2x.  damages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  upon  the  following  case. 

The  complaint  on  the  part  of  the  Crown  is  the  making 
a  distress  for  land-tax  for  the  dock  yard  at  Deptford,  on 
the  SGth  November,  1835.  The  defendant  Hill  is  the  col- 
lector and  one  of  the  assessors  of  the  land-tax  for  the 
parish  of  St  Nicholas,  Deptford,  in  which  his  Majesty's 
dock  yard  is  situate.  The  deTendaot  Morris  is  a  broker, 
who  acted  under  the  direction  of  Hill  in  making  the  dis- 
tress. Both  the  defendants  were  present  when  the  dis- 
tress was  made,  and  acted  in  the  execution  of  it  At  the 
time  of  making  the  distress,  the  defendants  left  the  fol- 
lowing notice  of  distress  upon  the  premises : — 

*'  To  the  Commissioners  of  bis  Majesty's  Navy. 

**  Take  notice,  that  by  the  authority  and  on  the 
behalf  of  Mr.  G.  Hill,  collector  of  the  King's  taxes,  I  have 


MICHELMAS  TBRIff  7  WILL.  IV.  161 

this  26th  day  of  Nov.,  18S5,  distrained  on  the  several  Bteh.  rf  Pkat, 

1836 
earts^  horses^  and  wood,  specified  in  the  schedule  or  in-  - 

ventory  hereunder  written,  in  the  dock  yard,  in  the  parish     Att.-Oeit. 

of  Deptford,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  being  for  66/.  17s.  6</.,       hill. 

taxes  due  to  the  collector  at  29th  September,  1835;  and 

if  you  do  not  pay  the  66/.  \7s.6dLt  together  with  the  costs 

and  charges  of  this  distress,  on  or  before  the  expiration 

of  four  days  from  the  date  hereof,  I  shall  cause  the  said 

goods  and  chattels  to  be  sold  according  to  law.    Given 

under  my  hand  this  26th  day  of  Nov.,  1836. 

Yours,  W.  Morris.*' 

"  Schedule  or  Inveniary. 

Horse  and  Cart,  39  Lots  of  Wood,  Cart,  Cart  and 
Horse 

Land-Ux £56  17    6 

Levy 110 

Man  per  day 0    3    6 

jf58    3    0 

Yours,  W.  Morris, 

Hogan-row,  Deptford." 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  the  Assessment  to  the 
land-tax  for  the  year  1835,  under  which  the  distress  in 
question  was  made. 


"No.  2. 


Land-tax  A$seumenU 

An  Assessment  made  for 


"InthepttiihofDepCfcrd,        ^ 
intlitATiikmofBlaeUietUi,V  .,  ,.      w-     ^ 

in  the  county  of  Kent.  j  granting  an  aid  to  his  Majesty 
by  a  land-tax  to  be  raised  in  Great  Britain,  for  the  service 
of  the  year  1835,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  passed  in  the 
38th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  Geo.  3,  inti- 
tuled '  An  Act  for  granting  an  aid  to  his  Majesty  by  a 
lAod-tax,  to  be  raised  in  Great  Britain  for  the  service  of 
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Ewch,  of  PUoi,  the  year  1798/  and  of  another  act  passed  in  the  42nd 
year  of  his  said  late  Majesty's  reign,  intituled  'An  Act  for 
consolidating  the  provisions  of  the  several  acts  passed  for 
the  redemption  and  sale  of  the  land-tax  into  one  act,  and 
for  making  further  provision  for  the  redemption  and  sale 
thereof.* 

*'  Assessed  by  us. 


'*  Godfrey  Hill, 
G.  Med  win, 


} 


Assessors. 


"  We  do  hereby  return  Godfrey  Hill  and  George  Med- 
win,  as  able  and  sufficient  persons,  being  within  the 
limits  and  bounds  of  the  said  parish  of  Deptford,  to  be 
collectors  of  the  monies  as  aforesaid. 


"  Godfrey  Hill, 
G.  Medwin, 


>  Assessors.' 


£ 

80 
40 
40 
75 
70 
50 
70 
65 
45 
35 

2100 

200 


Names  of  Proprietor. 


Ntmet  of  Oocupien. 


King's  Dock  Yard.  W.Cockcraft 

W.  Bowley 

James  Brown 

Mr.  Benstead 

J.  W.  BaDey 

C.  Lang 

Mr.  Kent 

Mr.  De  Montmorency 

J.  Eddy 

Officers'  Barracks 
Commissioners  of  H.  M.  Navy  for  all  the    Docks,   Slips, } 
Wharft;  Warehouses,  &c  -         -  -         -         -   $ 

I  For  Mill  ■  I  -        ■ 


Name*  and  deacrip 

tkm  of  EsUtes  or 

Property. 


Suma  aa- 
•esiedand 
exonerated. 


Sums  aipessed  and 
not  exonerated.    I 


£ 

4 
2 
2 
4 
3 
2 
3 
3 
2 
1 

113 


10     16        8 


d. 
8 
4 
4 
3 

10 
2 

10 
5 
9 

11 


*'  Kent  (to  wit). — Allowed  by  us.  Commissioners  of  the 
land-tax  for  the  county  of  Kent,  the  1st  day  of  July,  1835. 

Joseph  Jackson,  (l.  s.) 
G.  Smith,  (l.  s.)*' 


The  dock  yard  at  Deptford,  upon  which  the  assessment 
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and  distress  in  question  were  made,  is  the  property  of  the  ^'c*-  »/  P^foSf 
Crown,  and  is  wholly  used  for  public  purposes,  and  pro- 
duces no  rent  or  revenue  whatever.  There  is  a  part  of 
the  dock  yard,  upon  which  the  houses  of  certain  officers 
of  the  establishment  stand,  and  which  houses  are  officially 
occui)ied  by  them,  and  for  which  they  pay  no  rent,  which 
is  separately  assessed  to  the  land-tax ;  but  the  assessment 
and  distress  in  question  do  not  affect  that  part  of  the 
dock  yard. 

Tlie  dock  yard  has  been  from  time  to  time  enlarged, 
but  since  the  year  1797,  when  the  land-tax  act  was  passed 
by  which  the  quotas  to  be  raised  by  each  county  were 
settled,  nothing  has  been  added  except  some  small  quan- 
tity of  ground  for  the  gardens  attached  to  the  officers* 
houses,  which  are  separately  assessed  and  paid  for. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  dock  yard  has  for  many  years 
past  been  included  in  the  land-tax  assessment,  and  the 
amount  paid  without  objection,  until  the  assessment  in  the 
last  year,  which  is  the  assessment  in  question.  An  appeal 
was  made  on  the  behalf  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Admiralty  against  the  last  assessment  upon  the  dock 
yard,  to  the  Commissioners  of  land-tax  for  the  district,  as 
directed  by  the  land-tax  acts,  and  the  appeal  was  heard 
on  the  25th  of  Sept.  1835,  and  determined  against  the 
appellants;  after  which  the  distress  in  question  was  made, 
and  certain  goods  of  the  Crown,  mentioned  in  the  notice  of 
distress,  were  seized  and  distrained  by  the  defendants. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
his  Majesty's  dock  yard  at  Deptford,  being  the  property 
of  theCrowui  and  used  only  for  public  purposes,  is  liable 
to  be  assessed  to  the  land-tax;  and  whether  distress  can 
be  made  thereon,  or  on  the  goods  of  the  Crown,  for  the 
land-tax  duty  (if  assessed),  incase  of  non-payment.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  assessment  or  dis- 
tress ought  not  to  be  made  upon  the  dock  yard,  then  the 
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^^\^i/^^'  ^^r^'ct  for  the  Crown  is  to  stand;  otherwise  a  verdict  to 
be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

Wigkiman,  for  the  Crown. — It  is  a  general  proposition 
of  law  that  the  Crown  is  not  bound  by  a  statute,  unless 
expressly  mentioned  as  a  party  to  be  bound :  and  it 
would  indeed  be  a  strange  inconsistency  if  the  Crown 
could  be  taxed  for  a  sum  payable  to  itself.  The  question 
is,  therefore,  whether  by  any  of  the  land-tax  acts,  the 
Crown  is  expressly  bound.  The  17th  section  of  the  38 
Geo.  3,  c.  5,  relating  to  the  mode  of  levying  and  collecting 
the  land-tax,  enacts,  that  '*  if  any  person  shall  refuse  or 
neglect  to  pay  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  whereat  he  or 
she  shall  be  rated  or  assessed,  in  England,  Wales,  or  Ber- 
wick-upon-Tweed, by  that  act,  upon  demand  by  the  said 
collector  or  collectors  of  that  place,  according  to  the  pre- 
cepts or  estreats  to  him  or  them  delivered  by  the  Com- 
missioners, then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  collectors,  or  any  of  them^ 
and  they  are  hereby  authorized  and  required,  to  levy  the 
sum  assessed  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  such  person  so  neglecting  or  refusing  to  pay,  or 
distrain  upon  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  pre- 
mises so  charged  with  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money, 
without  any  further  authority  from  the  commissioners  for 
that  purpose.*'  So  that  the  collectors  may,  if  they  please, 
not  only  distrain  upon  the  premises  for  which  parties  are 
charged  to  the  land-tax,  but  they  may  distrain  generally 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person  refusing  or  neglect- 
ing to  pay.  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  collectors  would 
be  empowered  to  distrain  upon  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Navy,  (supposing  them  to  be  the  parties  charged,  as  being 
the  parties  to  whom  the  notice  of  distress  is  addressed), 
either  in  Somerset  House,  or  elsewhere,  wherever  they 
may  reside.     Or  if  it  be  his  Majesty  who  is  to  be  taken 
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as  the  person  employing  them,  and  they  are  merely  his  ^ch.  of  Pkas, 

servants,  be  would  be  the  party  primarily  liable,  and  the  - 

collectors  may  distrain  his  Majesty's  goods. — ^The  Court  Att.-Gbh. 

then  called  on  Hill. 

R.  V.  Richards  for  the  defendants.— It  is  true  that  the 
Crown  is  not  specifically  named  in  the  land-tax  acts,  as  to 
be  charged  with  the  duty;  but  on  a  careful  review  of  the 
several  acts,  it  will  appear  by  necessary  implication  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  Crown  should 
be  charged.  That  question  depends  upon  the  construc- 
tion— ^first,  of  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  imposition, 
and  secondly,  of  those  relating  to  the  redemption,  of  the 
land-tax.  By  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5,  the  tax  was  imposed, 
not  only  upon  the  several  counties  forming  the  kingdom, 
but  several  districts,  some  large  and  some  small,  were 
themselves  pointed  out  by  the  act  as  districts  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  duty.  Now,  if  the  construction  contended 
for  on  the  other  side  is  to  prevail,  this  consequence  would 
follow:  Supposing  that,  for  the  convenience  of  the  public 
service,  the  dock  yard  should  be  extensively  enlarged ; 
this  small  district  of  Deptford  being  charged  with  a  cer- 
tain sum,  the  payment  of  the  whole  sum  would  be  thrown 
upon  perhaps  a  ninth  or  a  tenth,  instead  of  the  whole,  of 
the  district  intended  by  the  act  of  parliament  to  bear  the 
charge.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  back  to  the  act  of  4 
W.  &  M.  c.  1,  the  provisions  of  which  are  in  substance 
the  same  as  those  of  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5.  [Bolland,  B. 
—The  preamble  of  the  4  W.  &  M.  c.  1,  states  the 
object  to  have  been  to  grant  an  aid  to  the  Crown,  fit  , 
orcfcr  to  carry  on  a  vigorous  war  against  France.  Was  the 
meaning  of  that  to  call  upon  the  King  to  pay  into  the  hands 
of  himself  the  money  to  carry  on  the  war  ?  Parke ^  B. — So 
^so,  in  the  preamble  of  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5,  we  must  read 
It — a  grant  to  his  Majesty  of  rates  and  assessments  upon  his 
Majesty.]    This  is  not  a  rate  upon  his  Majesty,  but  upon 
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^^\MJ^^*  this  particular  district  of  property.  The  98th  section  of 
that  statute  enacts,  that  the  act  shall  not  be  construed  to 
charge  her  Majesty  the  Queen  with  the  duty  for  or  in  respect 
of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  annuities  given  or  granted 
by  his  Majesty  to  her  Majesty,  but  that  such  sums,  &c.,  and 
her  Majesty,  and  her  Treasurer  or  Receiver-General  for 
the  time  being,  in  respect  of  the  same,  shall  be  free  and 
clear  of  all  taxes,  &c.,  anything  in  the  act  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  The  act  then  goes  on  to  exonerate  the 
Prince  of  Wales  as  Duke  of  Cornwall,  and  the  other 
members  of  the  Royal  Family.  Then  the  redemption  act 
of  the  same  year,  38  Geo.  3,  c.  60,  s.  45,  states,  that  "  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  surveyor-general  of  the  land  re- 
venues of  the  Crown,  in  respect  of  the  land-tax  charged  on 
the  manors^  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  or  other 
revenues  of  the  Crown,  within  the  receipt  and  survey  of 
the  Exchequer  for  the  time  being,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Lord  High  Treasurer,  or  the  Commissioners  of  the  Trea- 
sury for  the  time  being,  and  for  the  Chancellor  and  Council 
of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  for  the  time  being,  in  respect 
of  the  land-tax  charged  on  the  manors,  &c.,  or  other  re- 
venues of  the  Crown,  within  the  survey  and  receipt  of  the 
said  Chancellor  and  Council,  &c.,  and  for  the  surveyor- 
general  of  the  Duchy  of  Cornwall  in  respect  of  the  land- 
tax  charged  for  the  manors,  &c.,  or  other  revenues  of  the 
Duchy  of  Cornwall,  to  contract  and  agree  with  the  com- 
missioners specially  to  be  appointed  for  the  purposes  of 
the  act,  for  the  redemption  of  the  land-tax  charged  upon 
any  of  the  said  manors,  &c.,  and  to  proceed  to  the  com- 
pletion of  such  contract,  in  such  and  the  like  manner  in 
all  respects  as  is  thereinbefore  directed  in  case  of  redemp- 
tion of  any  land-tax.*'  The  next  section  empowers  his 
Majesty  to  appoint  commissioners  for  ascertaining  the 
proportions  of  the  land-tax  on  the  revenues  of  the  Crown, 
within  the  survey  and  receipt  of  the  Exchequer,  and  to 
certify  to  the  Treasury  the  proportions  of  such  land-tax. 
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and   the  several  parishes  and   places  within  which   the  Exch.  rfPUtu, 
manors,  &c«,  or  other   revenues  on  which  the  same  is     x^.^.^^^^..^ 
charged  and  payable.      Then  s.  47  empowers  the  sur*      Att.-Gen. 
veyor-general  of  the  land  revenues  of  the  Crown  to  con-        hill. 
tract  with  any  person  or  body  corporate  for  the  sale  of 
such  or  so   much  of  the  manors,  &c.  belonging  to  the 
Crown  as  are  within  the  survey  and  receipt  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, sufficient  for  the  redemption  of   the  land-tax 
charged  upon  the  manors,  &Cm  or  any  other  revenues  of 
or  belonging  to  the  Crown ;  so  that  the  lands  to  be  sold 
are  the  lands  in  the  receipt  and  survey  of  the  Exchequer, 
and  the  prices  to  be  paid  for  redeeming  the  land-tax  are 
imposed  generally  on  the  lands  and  revenues  of  the  Crown. 
No  construction  can  be  given  to  this  provision,  unless  it  , 
be  held  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  former  act,  under 
the  general  words   *'  lands,  tenements,"  &c.,   to  include 
the  property  of  the  Crown.    By  the  tenth  section  of  the 
42  Geo.  3,  c.  116,  which  was  passed  in  furtherance  of  the 
plan  for  redeeming  the  land-tax,  all  persons  are  to  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem,  except  tenants  at  rack-rent,  &c.,  and  ex- 
cept tenanis  holding  under  the  Crown  any  lands  or  tene- 
ments within  the  survey  and  receipt  of  the  Exchequer. 
This  refers  to  lands  held  by  the  tenants  of  the  Crown :  but 
the  28  Qeo.  3,  c.  5,  s.  47,  does  not  speak  at  all  of  lands  in 
the  hands  of  tenants,  bat  furnishes  a  general  inference  that 
all  the  lands  of  the  Crown  were  to  be  subject  to  that 
charge.  There  are  several  subsequent  acts,  also  providing 
for  the  redemption  of  the  land-tax  charged  on  the  Crown 
lands,  re-enacting  or  incorporating  the  47th  section  of  the 
38  Geo.  3 :  and  in  many  modern  acts  imposing  taxes,  par- 
ticukrly  the  Assessed  Tax  Act,  57  Geo.  3,  c.  93,  the  words 
being  general,  that    all  persons  shall  pay,  it   has  been 
thought  necessary  to  grant  to  the   Crown  and  certain 
members  of  the  Royal  Family  an  exemption  in  express 
^ords ;  raising  the  inference  that  without  such  exemption 
they  would  be  liable.  So  in  the  Post-office  Act,  the  Crown 
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Etek.  of  Pieoi,  letters  are  directed  to  be  free  of  postage.  [Crumetf,  B. — 
One  of  the  properties  charged  with  the  proportions  of  the 
land-tax  by  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  5,  is,  "  the  palaces  of  White- 
hall and  St.  James."  That  seems  to  furnish  you  with  a 
stronger  argument  than  you  have  yet  raised.]  That  is  so ; 
and  it  is  diflScult  to  see  what  beneficial  occupation  there  is 
in  the  palace  of  St.  James  which  can  be  rated,  unless  the 
property  now  in  question  be  rateable.  [Gumetfp  B. — ^I 
believe  the  palace  of  Whitehall  would  include  a  consider- 
able district ;  all  Privy  Gardens,  from  Whitehall  to  this 
hall,  probably.  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — And  the  verge  of 
St.  James's  Palace  may  extend  over  great  part  of  West- 
minster.] If  the  Crown  is  not  liable  to  pay  this  duty,  it 
may  enlarge  its  dock  yards  to  any  extent,  and  infiUct  on 
the  other  part  of  the  district  the  whole  of  the  burthen ; 
Harrison  v.  Bulcock  (a),  All  Souls  College  v.  Costar  (6). 

The  second  point  raised  in  the  case, — the  liability  of  this 
property  to  be  taken  by  distress,  must  necessarily  follow 
the  first.  [Parke,  B. — Have  you  looked  at  the  statutes 
exempting  the  Royal  Family  from  the  land-tax — SO 
Geo.  3,  c.  58,  and  34  Geo.  3.  c.  173?]  They  extend  to 
their  personal  exemptions,  as  to  annuities  granted  by 
the  Crown. 

Wightman,  in  reply. — The  38  Geo.  3,  c.  60,  s.  45,  may 
be  construed  by  applying  it  to  the  hereditary  revenues  of 
the  Crown,  within  the  survey  of  the  Exchequer;  whereas, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  present  case,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  establish  that  lands  vested  in  the  Crown  for  public  pur- 
poses are  not  liable  to  the  tax.  That  construction  is  con- 
firmed by  the  provisions  of  the  4@  Geo.  3,  c.  1 16^  ss.  10 
and  71,  which  prevent  the  tenants  of  the  Crown,  under 


(a)  1  H.  Bl.  68.  (b)  3  Bob.  &  P.  635. 
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leases  for  lives  or  years,  from  contracting  for  the  redemp-  Exeh.  of  PUas, 
tion  of  the  land-tax;  the  surveyor-general, therefore,  in 
order  that  there  may  not  be  a  perpetual  charge  on  the 
estate,  is  empowered  to  interfere  and  redeem  the  tax,  in 
respect  of  the  extent  of  interest  such  tenants  had  in  the 
lands.     Moreover,  it  is  not  shewn  that  this  dock  yard  is 
within  the  survey  and  receipt  of  the  Exchequer;  and  the 
general  rule  being,  that  Crown  lands   held  for  public 
purposes  are  not  liable  to  taxation,  it  was  for  the  defen- 
dants to  shew  affirmatively  that  this  case  is  taken  out  of 
the  general  rule.   With  regard  to  the  rating  of  the  palaces, 
that  may  be  on  several  grounds.    A  number  of  persons 
have  a  beneficial  occupation  of  various  portions  of  land 
within  the  ambit  of  the  King*s  palaces,  who  would  no 
doubt  be  liable  to  be  assessed.     The  tax  is  a  charge,  not 
only  on  land,  but  also  on  salaries,  places,  and  pensions. 
The  powers  given   to  the  ooUectors   and  commission- 
ers of  the  land-tax  to  levy  the  sum  assessed  by  distress 
and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person  neglect- 
ing or  refusing  to  pay,  or  distrain  on  the  messuage,  &c^ 
charged  with  the  tax;  and  still  further,  to  break  open 
any  house,  or  any  chest,  &c.,  where  any  such  goods  are ; 
and  if  any  person  assessed  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay 
his  assessment  for  ten  days  after  demand,  to  commit  such 
person  until  payment ; — are  entirely  inconsistent  with  the 
carrying  on  of  the  public  services  in  these  offices.     In  the 
present  case,  it  would  follow  that  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Navy — ^if  not  the  King  himself— might  be  levied  upon 
wherever  they  might  be,  or,  if  there  were  no  distress, 
committed  to  gaol  till  payment  of  the  rate,  although  hav- 
ing no  personal  or  beneficial  interest  whatever  in  the 
land,  and  being  merely  the  ministerial  officers  of  the 
Crown.     It  is  clear,  that  on   the  principle  which  has 
governed  the  Courts  in  the  cases  relating  to  parochial 
taxes,  persons  acting  in  the  capacity  of  public  commis- 
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Exeh.  0/  PUai,  sioDcrs  Cannot  be  personally  charged ;  Rex  v.  TerrotL{a)9 

^  *  ^     Lord  Amherst  v.  Lord  Somers  (6).     The  same  principle 

Att.-Gen.      applies  to  the  present  case.     [Parke,  B. — The  only  diffi- 

HiLL.        culty  in  my  mind  is,  to  ascertain  how  the  Crown  land 

originally  became  chargeable  with  the  land-tax.     I  should 

be  glad  to  have  that  satisfactorily  explained.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — There  appears  to  be  some 
doubt  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  Crown  land  became 
liable  to  pay  land-tax  at  all,  and  that  doubt  has  hot  been 
cleared  up  by  the  discussion.  Before  we  give  final  judg- 
ment on  the  subject,  it  may  be  as  well,  and  more  satisfac- 
tory,  that. we  should  receive  that  information.  At  the 
same  time,  I  should  be  sorry  it  should  be  supposed  that  I 
entertain  any  doubt  on  the  principle  of  the  question, 
whether  the  Land-tax  Act  throws  any  liability  on  the 
lands  of  the  Crown.  I  consider  that  the  Crown  is  ex- 
empted from  impost  unless  it  is  expressly  mentioned  in 
the  act ;  i  fortiori^  from  anything  in  the  shape  qf  a  tax 
to  be  paid  to  Ihe  Crown.  This  is  a  grant  to  his  Majesty, 
and  it  never  can  be  supposed,  independently  of  all  techni* 
cal  rules,  to  be  intended  that  his  Majesty  should  taice 
money  out  of  one  pocket  to  put  it  into  another.  But  on 
the  general  principle,  that  the  Crown  is  not  liable  without 
being  expressly  named,  I  should  say  that  none  of  the 
clauses  imposing  the  tax  affect  the  lands  of  the  Crown. 
That  the  clauses  for  enforcing  the  payment  do  not  include 
the  King,  is  clear ;  and  my  present  opinion  is,  that  the 
land  thus  occupied  never  could  be  charged.  What  other 
circumstances  may  have  intervened,  which  would  make 
lands  in  the  hands  of  tenants  liable,  it  is  not  necessary, 
though  it  may  be  satisfactory,  to  inquire.  I  am  prepared 
in  my  own  opinion  to  say,  that  the  Crown  is  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  construction  of  the  case  before  us,  though 

(fl)  3  East,  606.  (6)  2  T.  R.  372. 
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the  Land-tax  Redemption  Act  has  thrown  some  obscurity  ^*^'  rf  Pleat, 

on  the  mode  in  which  this  duty  had  been  imposed  on  the  ^      ^      ^ 

Crown  land ;  and  perhaps  we  shall  give  a  more  satisfactory  Att.-Gen. 
judgment  after  we  have  received  the  explanation.  Hitt. 

The  Court  accordingly  directed  that  inquiry  should  be 
made  on  this  point,  and  the  case  stood  over  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  on  a  subsequent  day, 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said : — This  case  turned  on  the 
question,  whether  property  occupied  by  the  Crown  could  be 
subject  to  an  assessment  to  the  land-tax.  The  Court  ex- 
pressed its  opinion  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  but  in 
consequence  of  some  ambiguity  which  appeared  to  exist  on 
the  acts  of  parliament,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Crown  in  the  hands  of  a  subject  became 
assessable  to  the  land-tax  originally,  we  requested  some 
information  before  pronouncing  our  final  judgment;  not 
that  we  expected  it  would  lead  to  any  change  of  opinion, 
but  we  thought  it  would  be  more  satisfactory  if  the  origin 
of  that  mode  of  taxation  could  be  explained.  We  are 
now  informed  by  Mr*  Wightman  that  he  has  made  such 
inquiry,  and  he  finds,  what  indeed  we  supposed  to  be  the 
case,  that  originally  it  never  was  intended,  in  imposing  the 
land-tax  assessment,  to  free  the  tenants  of  the  Crown 
within  the  survey  of  the  Exchequer  from  this  tax,  but 
only  the  Crown  itself  for  what  it  occupied,  and  that  the 
Crown  never  could  have  been  subject  to  this  tax,  unless 
particularly  named,  which  is  not  the  case  here.  Then 
this  is  the  ordinary  case  of  a  supply  granted  by  parliament 
to  the  King,  for  the  purposes  of  public  advantage,  in 
which  the  subject,  of  course,  is  to  bear  all  the  tax  imposed 
upon  him ;  but  the  Crown,  not  being  named,  cannot  be 
subject  to  the  operation  of  the  tax.  The  lands  in  question 
are  in  the  occupation  of  the  Crown — for  the  Crown  and 
the  public  are  the  same  for  this  purpose.     To  say  that 
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Exeh,  of  PieoMt  the  dock  yard,  occupied  by  the  immediate  servants  of  the 
Crown  for  public  purposes,  shall  be  burthened  with  this 
tax,  would  be  to  say  that  the  palace  of  the  King  was  sub* 
ject  to  it,  for  there  is  no  more  ground  for  it  in  the  one 
case  than  in  the  other.  Therefore  we  are  of  opinion, 
whatever  the  Commissioners  may  have  thought  in  this  case, 
that  the  assessment  could  have  no  effect  whatever  on  the 
property  of  the  Crown.  The  goods  taken  and  levied  under 
this  distress  are  goods  belonging  to  the  Crown ;  they  are 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  Crown,  and  subject  the 
parties  taking  them  to  an  action  of  trespass  from  the  Crowa. 
If  we  were  to  determine  that  the  Land-tax  Assessment  Act 
attached  on  this  property,  we  should  in  effect  determine 
that  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  immediate  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  Crown,  in  the  palaces  of  St.  James  and 
Whitehall,  were  liable  to  be  laid  hold  upon  for  the  land- 
tax  ;  which  would  be  a  very  absurd  conclusion  to  come  to. 
We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  judgment  should  be 
entered  for  the  Crown. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


Flemyng  v.  Hector,  Esq.  M.  P. 

Adams  and  Another  v,  O'Brien,  Esq.  M.  P. 

Adams  and  Another  v,  Rippon,  Esq.  M.  P. 


xHESE  were  actions  brought  against  the  several  de* 
fendants  for  work  done,  and  goods  supplied,  for  the  use 
of  the  late  "  Westminster  Reform  Club,"  of  which  the 
defendants  were  members,  under  the  following  circum- 


Where  a  club 
was  formed, 
•ubject  to  the 
following 
among  other 
rules,  ▼».  that 
the  entrance 

feeonadmiMioD  Stances: — 

should  be  ten 

guineas,  and  the  annual  subteription  five  guineas;  that  if  the  subecription  were  not  paid  within  a 
certain  limited  period,  the  defaulter  should  cease  to  be  a  member;  that  there  should  be  a  com- 
mittee to  manage  the  affidrs  of  the  club,  to  be  chosen  at  a  general  meeting;  and  that  all  membeis 
should  dischaige  their  club  bills  daily,  the  steward  being  authoriaed,  in  default  of  payment  on 
request,  to  refiite  to  continue  to  supply  themi^Held,  that  the  members  of  the  club,  merely  as 
such,  were  not  liable  for  debu  incurred  by  the  commit^  for  work  done  or  goods  supplied  Ibr  the 
use  of  the  club;  for  that  the  committee  had  no  authority  to  pledge  the  personal  credit  of  the 
members. 
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The  Westminster  Reform  Club  was  established  in  Lon-  Bxeh.o/Piea*, 
don  in  the  year  1834^  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  the 
clubs  existing  at  the  west  end  of  the  town,  and  on  a  simi- 
lar footing,  except  that  the  members  were  to  be  chosen 
from  among  those  professing  political  opinions  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principles  of  the  Reform  Act. 

At  a  general  meeting,  held  on  the  2Srd  of  May,  1835, 
certain  rules  were  agreed  upon  for  the  regulation  of  the 
Club,  which  were  printed,  and  of  which  the  following  only 
are  material  to  be  noticed : 

<'6.  That  the  entrance  fee  on  admission  to  the  club 
shall  be  ten  guineas,  and  the  annual  subscription  five 
guineas. 

**  S.  That  if  the  annual  subscription  be  not  paid  within 
two  months  from  the  14th  of  April,  the  defaulter  shall 
cease  to  be  a  member  of  the  club. 

*'  10.  That  [certain  persons  therein  mentioned]  should 
be  trustees  for  the  club. 

*'  19.  That  there  should  be  a  committee  to  manage  the 
affairs  of  the  club,  consisting  of  thirty  members,  to  be 
chosen  by  vote  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  club. 

"22.  That  there  should  be  two  general  n)eetings  of 
the  club  in  each  year. 

"  23.  That  at  such  meetings  an  ample  statement  of  the 
affairs  of  the  club  should  be  presented,  signed  by  the 
churman  of  the  committee  and  the  secretary,  and  such 
statement  should  be  exhibited  in  the  coffee-room  for  ex- 
amination, seven  days  previous  to  the  meeting. 

**  28.  That  all  members  be  expected  to  discharge  their 
club  bills  day  by  day,  the  steward  having  positive  orders 
not  to  open  accounts  with  any  individual,  and  being 
authorised  to  refuse  to  continue  to  supply  parties  neg- 
lecting to  pay  what  they  may  owe,  after  payment  is 
requested.** 

A  committee  had  been  chosen  on  the  first  formation  of 
the  club,  who  took  a  furnished  house  in  Great  George- 

VOL.  II.  N  M.  w. 
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Exch.  <f  pieoM,  street  for  its  use,  at  a  rent  of  1000  guineas  per  annum. 
^     Until  the  above  rules  were  promulgated  there  were  no 
Flbmtno      written  or  printed  rules ;  but  resolutions  were  passed  from 
Hbctok.      time  to  time  by  the  committee  for  the  regulation  of  the 
society.    The  club  was  dissolved  in  February,  1836,  and 
the  members  were  called  upon  to  pay  a  eum  of  eleven 
guineas  each,  in  discharge  of  its  liabilities.    The  defend- 
ants, among  other  members,  refused  to  pay  this  sum,  and 
these  actions  were  in  consequence  brought  against  them. 

Hemyng  v.  HeetoTf  which  was  tried  at  the  last  Surrey 
assiisesy  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B^,  was  an  action  by 
the  plaintiff,  a  wine^merchant,  for. wines  supplied  to  the 
club  during  the  whole  period  of  its  existence.  It  appeared 
that  the  defendant  was  elected  a^member  in  April  1835, 
and  paid  his  entrance-money  and  subscription,  and  con- 
tinned  to  frequent  and  dine  at  the  club  until  its  dissolu- 
tion ;  it  was  proved  also  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  asking 
for  **  Flemyng's  wine.*'  Two  sums  had  been  paid  by  order 
of  the  committee  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  his  bill, 
after  the  defendant  was  admitted  a  member,  which  were 
more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  amount  of  the  wine  sup- 
plied while  the  defendant  was  a  member ;  but  they  were 
not  specifically  appropriated,  and  the  plaintiff  applied  them 
in  satisfaction  of  the  earlier  items  of  his  account.    It  was 
contended  for  the  defendant,  first,  that  he  was  not  liable 
at  all  merely  as  a  member  of  the  club;  secondly,  that  at 
all  events  the  damages  ought  to  be  nominal,  the  payments 
being  a  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  as  against 
the  defendant.    The  Lord  Chief  Baron  espressed  an 
opinion  against  the  defendant  on  both  points,  and  under 
his  direction  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
full  amount  claimed,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit:  and  on  a  former  day  of  this 
term^  Thesiger  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  against 
which  cause  was  shewn  by  Andrews^  Seijt,  Sir  fV.  PoUeti, 
and  Montagu  Chambers;  and  Thesiger  and  PkUt  were 
heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 
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Adams  v.  O'Brien,  which  was  also  tried  before  the  ^«*-  9f  ^'««. 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  same  assizes,  was  an  action  by 
ironmongersy  who  had  supplied  stoves  and  other  ironwork, 
and  let  knives  and  forks,  &c.,  to  hire  for  the  use  of  the 
chib.  The  defendant  was  proved  to  have  attended  very 
irequently ;  and  it  was  shewn  that  the  committee  made  out 
a  statement  of  the  affairs  and  liabilities  of  the  club,  in 
which  the  plaintiff**s  claim  was  inserted,  and  that  it  was 
hung  up  in  the  coffee-room.  In  this  case  also  a  verdict 
was  directed  for  the  plaintiff",  the  same  leave  being  reserved 
as  in  the  former  case.  Plaii  obtained  a  rule  for  a  nonsuit 
accordingly ;  Andrews,  Seijt.  and  Chambers,  shewed  cause, 
and  i%il/'8upported  the  rule. 

While  these  rules'  were  {^ending,  the  case  of  Adams 
V.  Bippon^  which  waa  an  action  by  the  same  plaintiffs,  and 
of  the  same  natui*e,  as  that  oi  Adams  v.  O'Brien,  was  tried 
before  BtfUand,  B.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex.  It  ap- 
peared that  Mr;  Rippon,  besides  being  a  member  of  the 
club,  had  been  named  'and  chosen  one  of  the  committee; 
bat  he  waa  not  proved  to  have  acted  in  that  character,  or 
to  have  taken  any  part  in  the  proceedings  of  the  club. 
Application-  Had  alsd  been  made  to  him  to  become  one  of 
the  trustees,  to  which  he  consented ;  but  he  was  not  ap- 
poroted.  Evidence  was  given  of  a  conversation  between 
the  defendamt  lind  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  in  which  the 
former  stated  that  he  knew  he  was  liable,  but  he  had  paid 
a  sum  of  money  already,  and  would  pay  no  more,  but 
would  defend  any  action  that  might  be  brought  against 
him.  '  It  appeared  that  he  did  not  pay  his  subscription 
for  the  year  1835^,  until  after  the  expiration  of  two 
months  from  the  14th  April,  1835 ;  and  it  was  contended 
that  he  thereby  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  club 
from  that  day,  and  was  therefore,  at  all  events,  not  liable 
in  respect  of  any  goods,  subsequently  supplied.  The 
learned-Judge  considered  himself  bound  by  the  rulings 
in  the  previous  cases  to  direct  the  jury   that  the  ile- 
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Exch.  of  PUoif  fendant  was  liable  as  a  member  of  the  club  ;  and  be  left 
1836 

the  question  to  them  whether  he  continued  a  member 

for  more  than  the  first  year.  The  jury  found  that  he 
was  a  member  for  one  year  only,  and  gave  a  verdict  ac- 
cordingly for  11,  10«.,  the  amount  of  goods  furnished 
within  that  period.  His  lordship  gave  leave  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  and  such  rule  having  been  obtained,  Erie 
and  Chambers  shewed  cause,  and  Plait  was  heard  in  sup- 
port of  it. 

The  following  is  the  substance  of  the  arguments  urged 
on  either  side  in  the  several  cases : — 

For  the  plaintiffs. — The  rules  can  be  made  absolute  only 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
of  the  defendants'  liability.  The  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  at  the  trial,  that  every  member  of  a  club  is  primS 
facie  liable  for  goods  supplied  for  the  common  benefit  of 
the  club,  is  supported  by  the  established  practice  at  nisi 
prius  for  many  years.  The  case  may  be  considered  either 
as  one  of  partnership  and  joint  liability,  or  one  of  princi- 
pal and  agent.  The  members  are  associated  together  for 
a  common  purpose,  and  for  that  purpose  have  a  common 
house  of  meeting;  not  certainly  for  the  profit,  but  for  the 
common  advantage  and  gratification,  of  them  all.  Where- 
ever,  therefore,  a  contract  is  entered  into  by  any  of  them, 
in  promotion  of  the  common  purpose,  all  the  members  are 
liieible.  These  orders,  having  been  given  by  the  committee, 
were  consequently  binding  on  the  members  generally,  for 
whose  benefit  they  were  given.  But  if  the  case  cannot  be 
considered  strictly  as  one  of  partnership,  it  was  one  of  prin- 
cipal and  agent.  The  committee,  who  are  delegated  by  the 
whole  body  of  the  members  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the 
club,  acting  in  the  name  and  on  the  account  of  all  the 
members,  must  of  necessity,  from  the  nature  of  the  insti- 
tution, have  a  discretionary  power  vested  in  them  to  make 
contracts  with  the  tradesmen  who  are  supplying  the  club 
with  necessaries,  and  for  the  purpose  of  such  contracts  to 
pledge  the  credit  of  the  association.     Here  the  first  step 
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taken  was  to  contract  for  tlie  hire  of  a  house  and  the  use  Exch.  of  Pleat, 
of  furniture,  at  a  rent  of  £1000  a  year,  at  a  period  when  ^  '   ^ 

it  does  not  appear  that  ten  members  had  joined  the  club.       Plemyno 
That  shows  that  the  funds  must  necessarily  have  been  in-       Hcctor. 
sufficient  to  meet  liabilities  which,  in  the  management  of 
the  club  and  in  the  very  outset  of  it,  it  was  essential  the 
committee  should  incur;  and  it  is  impossible  to  suppose 
it  could   be  intended  that  the  committee  should  be  per- 
sonally responsible.     As  soon  as  a  man  becomes  a  mem- 
ber, it  must  be  taken  that  he  impliedly  gives  the  committee 
authority  to  take  such  steps  as  were  necessary  to  carry, 
the  objects  of  the  club  into  complete  effect.     But  even 
supposing   they  had  not  such  authority  originally  reposed 
in  them,  yet,  as  the  accounts  were  published  to  the  asso- 
ciation, and  it  was  thereby  made  known  to  them  that  the 
committee   had  made  these  contracts,  and  it  does   not 
appear  that  the  members  repudiated  or  made  any  objec- 
tion to  them,  they  must  be  taken  to  have  ratified  the  acts 
so  done  by  the  committee. — With  reference  to  the  case 
against  Mr.  Rippon,  it  was  urged  that,  as  he  was  actually 
appointed  one  of  the  committee,  he  must  be  held  bound 
by  their  acts ;  or  that,  at  all  events,  as  the  general  rules 
were  not  in  existence  during  the  period  for  which  be  was 
found  by  the  jury  to  have  been  a  member,  a  nonsuit  could 
not  be  entered,  but  the  question,  whether  there  was  an 
implied  contract  by  him  through  the  committee,   ought  to 
be  decided  by  the  jury,  without  reference  to  the  rules. 
The  following  cases  were  referred  to: — Delaunay  v.  Strick- 
land (o),  Raggeti  V.  Musgrave  (6),  Raggett  v.  Bishop 
(c),  Kearsley  v.  Codd  (d)>  Maudsley  v.  Le  Blanc  (e), 
Braithwaite  v.  Skqfield  (/),    Vice  v.  Lady  Anson  (g), 
Burls  V.  Smith  (A). 

(o)  2  Stark.  416.  W)9B.&  Cr.  401. 

(b)  2  Car.  &  P.  666.  (g)  7  B.  &  Cr.  409.  1  Man.  & 

W  lb.  343.  Ry.  113. 

i  W  lb.  408,  n.  (A)  ?  Bing.  705;  5  M.  &  P.  735. 
(e)  lb.  409,  n. 
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^'^^\^^^*  For  the  defendants. — ^This  clearly  cannot  be  consi- 
dered in  the  light  of  a  partnership.  It  is  altogether 
different  from  a  trading  or  joint  stock  company;  it  is 
merely  the  case  of  an  association  of  a  number  of  gende- 
men  for  a  purpose  altogether  unconnected  with  any  com- 
munity of  profit  or  loss ;  each  furnishing  his  own  subacrip* 
tion  to  a  given  amount^  to  fofm  a  fund  which  ahaU  be 
available  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  association.  '  Nor  is 
this  a  case  in  which  the  members  of  the  dub  generaUy  can 
be  considered  as  principals,  contracting  through  the  com* 
mittee  as  their  agents.  The  rules  shew  clearly  that  the 
authority  of  the  committee  was  limited  to  mana^ng  the 
aflTairs  of  the  society,  by  means  of  the  fund  provided  for 
them  by  the  subscriptions.  They  had  no  authority,,  there- 
fore, to  incur  debts  on  the  credit  of  the  individual  mem- 
bers ;  they  ought  not  to  have  made  contracts  beyond  the 
limit  of  the  subscriptions  in  hand.  It  is  said  that  the  ex- 
hibiting of  the  accounts  in  the  club-house  is  evidence^  that 
the  members  recognised  the  contracts  therein  mentioned; 
but  it  could  not  be  thence  inferred  that  the  committee  had 
exercised,  in  making  such  contracts,  an  authority  larger 
than  that  vested  in  them  by  the  rules.  The  plaintiffs  were 
bound  clearly  to  make  out,  by  affirmative  proof,  that  the 
defendants  were  parties  to  the  contract. by  themselves  or 
their  agents.  The  cases  referred  to  were  almost  all  cases 
of  partnership  in  trade,  or  of  joint  stock  societies.  The 
decision  in  DelauHay  v.  Strickland^  which  is  the  only  one 
at  all  resembling  the  present,  proceeded  on  the  ground  of 
the  plaintiff's  personal  concurrence  in  the  order.  The  case 
against  Mr.  Rippon  does  not  differ  in  substance  frpm  the 
others ;  for  although  he  was  named  on  the  committee,  it 
appears  that  he  did  not  assume  the  office,  nor  interfere 
in  any  way  in  the  management  of  the  club. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 1  am  free  to  own,  that  when 
these  cases  were  tried  before  me  at  Guildford,  I  certunly 
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indioed  to  the  opinion  that  the  defendant   was  liable ;  S*ck.  of  PUat, 
bat  not  supposing  the  matter  to  be  so  clear  as  not  to  be  - 

worth  great  consideration,  I  reserved  the  point  fully  for  Flemtno 
Mr.  Plait,  in  both  cases,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  I  Hectob. 
liad  thought,  but  without  much  consideration,  at  the 
Assises,  that  these  sort  of  institutions  were  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  come  under  the  same  view  as  a  partnership, 
and  that  the  same  incidents  might  be  extended  to  them ; 
that  where  there  were  a  body  of  gentlemen  forming  a  club, 
and  meeting  together  for  one  common  object,  what  one  did 
in  respect  of  the  society  bound  the  others,  if  he  had  been 
requested  and  had  consented  to  act  for  them.  Several 
cases  have  been  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  which 
do  not  apply,  with  the  exception  of  one  of  them,  to 
societies  of  this  nature.  Trading  associations  stand  on  a 
▼ery  different  footing.  Where  persons  engage  in  a  com- 
munity of  profit  and  loss  as  partners,  one  partner  has  the 
right  of  property  for  the  whole;  so,  any  of  the  partners 
has  a  right,  in  any  ordinary  transactions,  unless  the  con- 
trary be  clearly  shewn,-  to  bind  the  partnership  by  a 
credit ; — he  might  accept  a  bill  of  exchange  in  the  name 
of  the  firm,  and  as,  between  the  firm  and  strangers  the 
partnership  would  be  bound,  although  there  might  be  an 
understanding  in  the  firm  that  he  was  not  to  accept.  It 
appears  to  me  that  tiiis  case  must  stand  upon  the  ground 
on  which  the  defendant  put  it,  as  a  case  between  principal 
and  agent;  and  I  am  the  more  inclined  to  look  at  it  in  that 
light,  by  an  observation  made  by  Mr.  Plait  in  the  course 
of  the  argument  yesterday,  on  the  subject  of  bills  of  ex- 
change. I  apprehend  that  one  of  the  members  of  this 
club  could  not  bind  another  by  accepting  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, acting  as  a  committee  man,  even  where  there  might 
be  an  apparent  necessity  to  accept,  as  in  the  case  of  a  ^ 
purchase  of  a  pipe  of  wine :  the  party  might  draw  a  bill, 
but  1  do  not  think  he  could  accept  the  bill  to  bind  the 
members  of  the  club.    It  is,  therefore,  a  question  here 
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Ej:ch.  of  Pleats  how  far  the  committee,  who  are  to  conduct  the  affairs  of 
this  club  as  agents,  are  authorized  to  enter  into  such  con- 
tracts as  that  upon  which  the  plaintiflTs  now  seek  to  bind 
the  members  of  the  club  at  large ;  and  that  depends  on 
the  constitution  of -.the  club,  which  is  to  be  found  in  its 
own  rules ;  and  upon  two  of  the  cases,  those  that  were  tried 
before  me  at  Guildford,  looking  at  these  general  rules,  it 
certainly  does  strike  me  that  it  is  impossible  to  interpret 
them  so  as  to  give  the  committee  the  power  of  dealing  on 
credit,  even  for  the  purposes  of  the  club.  It  appears  by 
the  rules,  that  every  member  is  to  pay  his  subscription  of 
ten  guineas  as  entrance  money,  before  he  can  become  a 
member,  and  a  yearly  subscription  of  five  guineas ;  so  that 
by  the  provisions  of  the  club,  there  is  to  be  a  fund  in 
hand  in  order  to  bear  the  expenses.  But  then,  again,  every 
member  who  makes  use  of  the  club,  who  either  eats  or 
drinks  there,  or  takes  any  sort  of  refreshment,  is  to  pay 
ready  money.  That  shews  again  that  the  club  was  not 
disposed,  and  not  intended,  to  have  any  transactions  on 
credit,  even  with  its  own  members  ;  and  it  also  shews  that 
care  was  taken  to  provide  ready  money  to  meet  every  ex* 
pense,  so  that  if  a  party,  or  a  gentleman  of  the  club,  were 
to  order  any  particular  thing  that  the  club  did  not  contain, 
he  is  to  pay  for  it  iustantcr ;  so  that  no  occasion  was  ex- 
pected to  be  necessary  for  the  committee's  pledging  the 
credit  of  the  club,  or  even  their  own.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, as  the  rules  of  tlie  club,  which  are  in  writing, 
must  be  taken  to  form  the  constitution  of  the  club,  and  are 
to  be  construed  as  matters  of  law,  I  do  not  see  what  there 
was  to  go  to  the  jury — I  do  not  see  any  thing  in  these  rules 
of  which  the  jury  are  to  be  the  judges.  The  words  are, 
''  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the  club" — the  question  then  is, 
what  the  affairs  of  the  club  are.  They  are  to  have  in  their 
hands  a  subscription,  and  they  are  to  take  care  that  every 
member  pays  it  before  he  comes  into  the  club,  and  pays  for 
every  thing  he  has  in  the  club.     It  therefore  appears  ibat 
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the  members  in  f(eneral  intended  to  provide  a  fund  for  the  Exch.  of  PUtu, 
committee  to  call  upon.     I  cannot  infer  that  they  intended 
the  committee  to  deal  upon  credit,  and  unless  you  infer 
that  that  was  the  intention,  how  are  the  defendants  bound  ? 
It  is  very  true  that  an  order  was  made  to  pay  Mr.  Flemyng 
so  much   on   account,   but   the  moment   you   state   the 
case  as  one  of  principal  and  agent,  you  see  that  something 
more  was  necessary  in  order  to  fix  the  defendant,  than  the 
mere  fact  that  the  committee  did  not  pay  the  money  the 
moment  they  ordered  the  wine.     It  has  been  decided  in 
several  cases,  that  where  a  party  gives  his  agent  money 
to  obtain  goods,  which  the  agent  obtains  on  credit,  the 
principal   is  not  liable;  so   that   even   it  the  defendant 
knew — supposing  that  he  was  to  be  ^presumed  to  know 
from  the  books  of  the  committee — that  there  was  a  pay- 
ment made  to  Flemyng,  yet  there  is  no  account  by  which 
it  has  been  proved  that  the  committee  had  no  money  to 
pay  it ;  there  has  nothing  been  proved  which  is  required 
to  be  proved  in  order  to  fix  the  principal.     Suppose  a  man 
gives  money  to  his  coachman  to  enable  him  to  purchase 
hay  and   com, — ^if  the  coachman  takes  the  'money  and 
obtains  the  things  either  on  his  own  or  his  master's  credit, 
having  the  money  in  his  pocket,  his  master  is  not  bound ; 
but  if  no  money  has  been  given,  we  must  suppose  it  matter 
of  necessity,  and  that  he  did  buy  on  his  master's  credit. 
It  appears,  then,  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  at  the 
time  this  wine  was  ordered,  or  the  sum  of  100/.  paid,  the 
committee  had  not  funds  in  hand,  or  at  least  Mr.  Hector 
had  no  reason  to  suppose  they  had  funds  in  hand.    If  they 
had,  it  was  immaterial   to  him  whether  they  chose  to 
pay  immediately,  or  whether  they  rather  chose  to  pay  at 
stated  periods.     I  therefore  think,  upon  these  grounds, 
that  in  both  these  cases  there  ought  to  be  a  nonsuit 
entered.     With  respect  to  the  case  tried  before  my  brother 
BoUand^  the  only  difficulty  1  see  in  that  case  is  Mr.  Rip- 
pon's  saying  to  the  attorney's  clerk  that  lie  might  be  liable. 
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^'^ixi^^'^  but  that,  he  would  take  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  npon 
it ;  and  Mr.  Baron  Bottamd,  knowing  what  had  been  held 
in  the  two  cases  that  ^ere  Uded  at  Guildford,  declined  to 
nonsuit  the  plainttfi,  r^senring  the  point  for  the  defendant's 
counsel ;  and  he  then  left  to  die  jury  tbia  question : — 
'*  That  supposing  Mr*  Rippon  to  be  liable  as  a  member  of 
the  club,  then  the  question  was,  whether  what  hebad  said 
to  the  attorney's  clerk  made  him  a  member  beyond  the 
period  of  the  14th  of  June,  or  whether  it  did  hot.'*    The 
jury  found  that  it  did  not,- and- that  he  was  only  a  member 
up  to  the  14th  of  June*.  Tlie  ^verdict  ^f  the  jury  was 
plainly  founded  upon  this ; — they  thought  him  liable  merely 
by  being  a  member,  and  that  he  was  liable  in  thd  smaller 
sum,  being  the  debt  incurred  during  that  time.    In  point 
of  fact,  1  think  there  -was  nothing  to  leave  to  the  jury. 
Supposing  I  am  right  in  the  opinion  I  now  form,  the  mere 
fact  of  his  being  a  member  was  not  sufficient  evidence; 
the  conversation  he  had  with  the  attorney's  clerk,  shews 
that  he  meant  to  dispute  his  liabiUty  in  a  court  of  law, 
and  it  cannot  be  said  that  he  chooses  therefore  to  make 
hhnself  liable.    1  think,  therefore,  the  ease  tried  before 
my  brother  BoUand  must  foUesr  the.  same  course  as  the 
others — that  judgment.of  nonsuit  must  be  entered.    Now 
it  may  be  said,  and  it  has  been  urged  very   properly» 
and  I  own  it  made  a  considerable  impression  upon  me, 
that  it  never  could  have  been >  supposed  that  nddemen 
and  gentlemen  forming  the  committee  in  a  v<^untttry  asso- 
ciation of  this  kind  would  consent  to  pledge  their  own 
credit   individually;    and  I  quite  agree  with  that  pro- 
position :   but  I  think,  if  the  committee  found  they  had 
not  funds  sufficient  to  carry  the  purposes  for  which  the 
club  was  founded  into  effect,  namely,  that  it  should  be  a 
ready-money  affair,  they  ought  to  have  called  a  meeting, 
and  exposed  the  state  of  the  dub,  and  called  upon  the 
society  to  support  them.     It  is  very  well  known  that 
in  many  of  these  recent  establishments  great  expense 
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has  been  incurred  by  building,  and  though  the  committee  '^^^^f^'^     ' 

mav  have  signed  contracts  for  the  building*  yet  it  has 

always  been  done  after  a  general  meeting,  and  the  sense 

of  the  whole  club  has  been  taken  upon  it ;  for  you  cannot 

suppose  they  would  pledge  their  own.  credit  to  pay  the 

builder^s  bill    So  in  these  cases,  if  the  subscriptions  of 

the  club  were  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  committee  to 

fiimish  the  provisions, — ^if  they  were  run  out,*^itappevs  to 

me  that  the  Committee  ought  to  hare  called  the  dub 

together,  and  asked  for  a  further  .subscription,  and  have 

said,  "  It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  club  that  we  should 

make  ourselves  liable — the  intention*  of  the  club  was  to 

supply  us  with  money  beforehand,**— ithat.  is  what^  the 

committee  ought  to  have  done.    On  the  whole^  I  am:of 

opinion  that  the  defendants  are  not  liable. 

Parks,  B. — ^I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion  with  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  and  I  .must  own,  that  since  I  haye 
heard  the  report  read,  and  made  myself  acquainted  wilb 
the  circumstances,  and  have  had  ao  opportunity  of}  con-; 
sidering  the  rules  of  this  club,  which  form  itai  true  consti- 
tution,  Ihave  not  ei^tertained  a  doubt  as  to  the  non-liability 
of  the  defendants. 

This  is  an  action  brought  against  the  defendant  on  a 
contract,  and  the  plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  defendant, 
either  himself  or  by  his  agent,  has  entered  ifito  that  con- 
tract. That  should  always  be  borne  in  mind  in  cases  of 
this  class;  for  on  most  questions  of  this  kind  the  real 
ground  of  liability  is  very  apt  to  be  lost  sight  of.  As  the  de-. 
fendant  did  not  enter  into  the  contract  personally,  it  is  quitje 
clear  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  against  the  defendant, 
unless  he  shews  that  the  person  making  the  contract  wat 
the  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  by  him  authorised  to 
enter  into  the  contract  on  his  behalf;  and  the  question  is 
in  this  case,  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  to  satisfy  them  that  the  person  who  actually 
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Flemtno 

9. 

Hector. 


^^\^j/^'"'  ordered  these  goods,  was  the  authorized  agent  of  the  de- 
fendant in  making  the  contract ;   and  that  really  is  the 
question  in  all  cases  of  this  kind — in  all  cases  of  principal 
and  agent,  master  and  servant — wherever  the  contract  is 
I  not  made  personally  by   the   defendant.     It  is  said   in 

this  case  that  the  order  was  given  by  the  committee,  and 
/  that  they  were  the  agents  of  the  members  generally ;  but 

:'  the  question  is,  whether  there  was  any  sufficient  evidence 

I  to  go  to  the  jury  that  they  were  authorized  by  the  defen- 

dants to  enter  into  and  make  these  particular  contracts 
I  on  their  behalf.     In  the  case  of  Flemyng  v.  Hector^  it  is 

i  said  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  one  fact,  namely,  that 

he  was  a  member  of  the  club,  and  next,  that  the  whole  of 
the  debts  were  debts  contracted  on  account  of  the  club ; 
and  that  this  is  evidenced  by  the  written  rules.  That  is  a 
question  of  construction,  and  therefore  a  question  of  law; 
and  it  is  upon  the  construction  of  these  rules  that  the  liabi- 
lity of  the  defendant  depends,  so  far  as  the  case  depends 
upon  his  being  a  member  of  the  club ;  and  both  these  cases, 
of  Fiemyngv.  Hector^  and  Adatnsy,  O'JBrieif, resolve  them- 
selves into  questions  of  construction  as  to  the  meaning  of 
the  original  rules  of  the  club.  It  appears  to  be  quite 
clear  that  the  club  was  formed  upon  ready-money  princi- 
ples :  the  committee  did  however  enter  into  some  contracts 
upon  credit,  and  it  is  said  the  defendant  has  sanctioned 
this,— of  which  there  is  no  evidence  at  all ;  and  the  case 
could  go  to  the  jury  only  on  the  ground  of  there  having  been 
such  sanction  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  First,  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  rules  of  this  club.  On  referring  to  these 
rules,  it  appears  to  be  clear,  that  the  intention  of  the  club 
was  to  provide  a  fund,  to  be  administered  by  the  committee, 
and  to  provide  the  means  of  the  society's  carrying  on  their 
concerns,  without  the  necessity  of  dealing  on  credit.  [His 
lordship  read  the  5th,  6th,  7th,  and  28th  rules.]  It  is  quite 
clear,  from  the  provisions  of  these  rules,  that  the  society  con- 
templated that  there  should  be  a  fund  in  hand  to  meet  the 
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expenses.  The  19th  rule,  which  is  relied  upon  as  giving  the  is«*.  ^^^^* 

committee  authority  to  bind  the  defendants,  only  provides     s -> 

that  they  shall  manage  the  afTairs  of  the  club.  Now  I  Flemyno 
think  it  is  impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  on  Hector. 
the  true  constraction  of  these  rules,  than  that  all  the  com- 
mittee was  to  do,  was  to  manage  the  fund  thus  supplied; 
and  if  they  chose  to  enter  into  contracts  upon  credit 
when  they  had  not  sufficient  funds,  that  is  their  own  affair. 
There  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  to  warrant  any  conclusion 
that  a  society  of  this  nature  should  have  gone  on  dealing 
upon  credit :  all  the  committee  had  to  do  was,  either  to 
pay  ready  money,  or  not  to  enter  into  any  contract  until 
they  had  m6ney  in  hand ;  or  if  they  chose  to  do  so»  it  was 
mere  matter  of  convenience,  and  they  were  not  to  suppose 
they  were  binding  the  members  individually  to  pay,  for 
they  had  the  means  of  payment  in  their  hands.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  is  the  true  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
written  documents.  There  is  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
defendant  had  given  authority  to  the  committee  to  act  as 
his  agents,  so  as  to  render  him  liable  on  a  contract  of  this 
kind ;  and  it  should  be  shewn  affirmatively  by  the  plain- 
tiff, that  he  had  assented  to  their  trading  in  a  different 
manner  from  that  which  is  contemplated  by  the  rules. 
The  only  thing  given  in  evidence  was  an  order  to  pay  a 
sum  of  money  on  account,  on  behalf  of  the  members  of  [ 
the  club,  to  Mr.  Flemy ng,  but  the  defendant  is  not  proved  j 
to  have  sanctioned  this ;  and  even  if  he  had,  there  is  no 
proof  that  he  knew  at  the  time  that  the  committee  were 
not  in  funds  when  they  entered  into  the  contract.  The 
committee  might  at  any  time,  pursuant  to  their  original 
authority,  have  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
wine,  when  they  had  money  in  the  bankers'  hands,  and  there 
is  no  proof  they  had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  contract, 
money  in  hand,  or  if  they  had  not,  that  the  defendant  knew 
anything  of  it.  The  inference  sought  to  be  drawn  rests  alto- 
gether on  the  ground  of  the  committee's  not  dealing  in  the 
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^'^\^  ^^^'  ^^^  ^'^^y  ought  to  deal ;  but  if  that  is  tavary  the  authority 

s      ^  *  ^     given  by  the  original  rules,  it  ought  to  be  shewn  affimuh 

Flbmyivo      twely  that  the  defendant  did  know  and  sanction  it*    It 

Hbctor.      seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  two  cases  of  Ftemyng  ▼. 

Heei&ri  and  Adamt  y.  OBrten^  stand  on  the  same  footing, 

and  'that  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be  entered  in  both.     With  re- 

' ^  gard  to  the  other  case,  the  question  in  fact  conies  to  the 

same  point'  It  appears  that'  Mr.  Rippon  was  named  on 
the  committee,  but  it  is'  not  shewn  that  he  ever  acted  as 
a  committee-4nan,'  or  sanctioned  his  being  so  named,  and 
that  ground  of  liability  therefore  falls  to  the  ground.  It 
'appears  also  that  he  wair  a  member  before  these  regula- 
tions were  published : — but  the  only  piece  of  evidence  in 
the  case  that  seemed  at' all  to  afiect  him,  was  that  on  which 
the  Chief  Baron  has  observed,  viz.,  that  when  applied  to 
by  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiflfs  attorney,  Mr.  Rippon  said 
he  knew  he  was  a^member  of  the  club,  and  as  such  liable ; 
but  I  think  that  imports  nothing  more  than  that  he  knew 
he  w«s  a  metaiberof  the  club,  as  he  had  paid  his  subscrip- 
tion^lbr  the  second  year  as  well  as  the  first:  and  then  as 
to  his  liability,  it  is  nothing  m6re  than  the  expression  of 
•hisf  opinion,  first,  of  his  beitig  a  member  of  the  club,  and 
secondly  of  his  'Ifability,  in  which  he  is  wrong.  Indeed, 
in  the  very  same  breath,' he  says  he  will  defend  any  action 
that  may' be* brought  against  him,  and  have  the  question 
settled.  It' seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  caseof  AdatM 
V.  Rippon  differs  in  no  respect  from  the  others,  and  all  the 
casies  resolve  themselves  into  questions  of  law  as  to  the 
construction  of  these  rules  and  regulations.  I  am  of  opi- 
nion, for  the  reasons  I  have  given,  that  the  defendants 
are  not  liable. 

7  Aldbrson,  B. — I  am  of   the   same  opinion.      This 

question  turns  siinply  on  the  authority  which  the  par- 
ties wbo'  made  the  contracts  had  to  pledge  the  credit 
of'  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs.  Taking  it  that  the 
committee  have  made  the  contract,  and  that  they  are  by 
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the  rules  of  the  society  authorised  to  manage  the  afikirs  of  Bxoh.  of  PUtu, 
the  chib,  it  may  follow  from  that  that  the  defendants  ^  ^'  ^ 
have  given  authority  to  thecommittee  to  discharge  th6  Flemtko 
contract  out  of  the  funds  in  their  hands:  but  it  is  eon-  hkctob.  / 
tended  on  the  part  of  :the  committee  that  they  had  a  right 
Co  pledge  the  personal  credit  of  the  memberS)  and  there- 
fore  to  make  these  defendants  Jiable.  I  think  they  have 
not.  When  I  come  to  look  at  the  rules  of  the  dub,  which 
are  to  be  the  guide  by  which  we  are  to  act,  and  which 
constitute  the  only  authority  the  committee  had,  I  do  not 
find  anything  to  lead  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  autho- 
rity of  the  committee  extended  to  the  right  of  pledging 
the  persoiml  liability  of  any  of  the  members  of  it;  on  the 
contrary,  I  find  the  members  of  the  club  carefully  pro- 
rided  a  fund,  which  was  to  be  collected  before  they  be- 
came members  of  the  club,  and  having  collected  that  fund 
and  provided  it,  the  committee  are  to  manage  it  Then 
what  is  it  the  committee  are  to  manage?  Why^  the  fund 
so  provided,  and  to  manage  the  dub  upon  those  terms. 
If  that  be  so,  the  committee  are  not  authorized  to 
pledge  the  credit  of  individual  members ;  and  if  they  do 
deal  on  credit,  it  is  their  own  affair,  done  on  the  faith  of 
the  money  in  their  hands,  which  would  enable  them  to  pay 
their  accounts.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  no  pretence  for 
Buying,  in  this  case  of  Adams  v.  Bippon,  (which  is  the 
only  one  I  have  heard,  and  the  only  one  I  shall  enter  into 
on  the  present  occasion),  that  the  defendant  is  liable. 
With  respect  to  the  others,  I  agree  in  the  general  princi- 
ples laid  down  by  the  rest  of  the  Court,  and  I  have  no 
doubt  the  application  of  those  principles  is  correct. 

GuRNBY,  B«-*I  entirely  concur  in  opinion  with  the  rest  '1 
of  the  Court,  though  I  was  at  first  disposed  to  think  the 
defendant  was  liable.  That  impression  arose  out  of  de- 
cisions which,  upon  examination,  appear  to  have  been 
founded  in  an  erroneous  application  of  the  law  on  the  sub- 
ject of  partnership.    The  discussion,  however,  which  has 
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Exeh.  nf  Pieoi,  taken  t>lace  in  this  case,  has  convinced  me  that  this  is  not 
the  case  of  a  partnership,  but  of  principal  and  agent ;  and 
being  a  case  of  principal  and  agent,  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff  to  establish  that  there  was  an  agency,  and  that 
from  the  members  at  large,  to  procure  goods  upon  credit. 
I  am  now  fully  convinced,  taking  it  on  the  regulations  of 
the  club,  that  there  is  not  such  an  agency  here.  There  is 
one  fact  established,  namely,  that  immediate  payment  was 
expected  from  every  member ;  and  the  committee  could 
deal  with  those  funds  in  providing  all  the  necessaries 
required  for  the  purposes  of  the  club ;  and  if  they  were 
called  upon  to  do  more,  they  ought  to  have  applied  for 
further  authority.  I  concur  therefore  in  opinion  with  the 
rest  of  the  Court,  that  in  all  the  three  cases  judgment  of 
nonsuit  should  be  entered. 


Alderson,  B.,  then  added,  that  Bottandy  B.,  had  inti- 
mated his  concurrence  in  the  opinions  about  to  be  deli- 
vered in  these  cases,  before  he  left  the  Court. 

Rules  absolute. 


A  distringas, 
for  the  purpose 
of  proceeding 
to  outlawry, 
may  issue  after 
a  writ  of  sum- 
mons which  has 
been  continued 
by  alias  and 
f^uriei,  sued 
out  to  save  the 
Statute  of  Limi- 
tations. 


Reay  V.  YOUDE. 

XjfHILTON  moved  in  this  case  for  a  distringas  to  ground 
proceedings  to  outlawry.  A  writ  of  summons  had  been 
issued  on  the  11th  of  May  last,  which  had  been  regularly 
continued  by  writs  of  alias  and  pluries,  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
and  which  writs  had  been  regularly  returned  and  entered 
of  record,  pursuant  to  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  s.  10.  The  officer 
of  the  Court  doubted  whether  the  plaintiff  could  have  a 
distringas  in  continuation  of  the  former  writs,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  proceeding  to  outlawry,  and  whether  he  should,  be 
justified,  without  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  in  sealing  a 
writ  of  ewigi  facias,  under  these  circumstances,  inas- 
much as  the  writs  had  been  issued  to  save  the  Statute  of 
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Limitations,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  out-   B^eeh.  of  Pteas, 
lawry.     CAilion,  in  support  of  the  -application,  produceil 
an  affidavit  which  stated  the  above  facts,  and  also  that 
the  defendant  was  resident  at  Boulogne  in  France.     He 
cited  Fraser  v.  Case  {a),  and  referred  to  Tidd*s  Practice,.. 
Supplement,  51. 

Parke,  B. — I  see  no  reason  why  a  distringas  may  not 
issue  in  this  case.  The  10th  section  of  the  statute  pro- 
vides, that  no  writ,  issued  by  authority  of  that  act,  shall 
be  in  force  more  than  four  calendar  months,  but  every 
writ  of  summons  and  capias  may  be  continued  by  alias 
and  pluries,  as  the  ca&e  may  be ;  it  then  provides,  that  no 
first  writ  shall  be  available  to  prevent  the  operation  of 
any  statute  of  limitations,  unless  the  defendant  shall  be 
arrested  thereon,  or  served  therewith,  or  proceedings  to 
or  towards  outlawry  shall  be  had  thereupon,  or  unless 
such  writs  shall  be  returned  and  entered  of  record.  Now, 
if  you  leave  out  the  word  ''  capias,**  then  it  will  stand,  that 
proceedings  to  ur  towards  outlawry  are  to  be  had  on  the 
writ  of  summone.  I  therefore  see  no  incongruity  in  issu- 
ing a  dii^tringas  in  continuation  of  the  former  writs. 

Alderson,  B. — The  3rd  section  provides  for  the  issu- 
ing of  a  distringas  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  out- 
lawry after  any  original  writ  of  summons ;  and  it  says,  that 
if  the  party  shall  not  intend  to  proceed  to  outlawry,  the 
Court  or  a  Judge  may  order  an  appearance  to  be  entered. 

Motion  granted, 
(a)  2  M.&  Scott,  720. 


VOL.  II*  O  M.  W. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pleas, 
1836 


A  count  for 
work  done  by 
the  plaintifras 
administrator 
may  be  joined 
with  counts  for 
goods  sold  and 
work  done  by 
the  intestate, 
on  promises  to 
him. 


Edwards,  Administrator,  r.  Grace. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  contained  counts  for 
goods  sold  and  work  and  labour  done  by  the  intestate,  and 
on  an  account  stated  with  him,  laying  the  promises  to  pay 
the  intestate.  It  also  contained  a  count  in  indebitatus  as- 
sumpsit for  work  and  labour  by  the  plaintiff,  as  admim^ 
siraior,  laying  the  promise  to  the  plaintiff  as  administra- 
tor. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  that  a  count  on 
a  cause  of  action  accruing  to  the  plaintiff  as  administra- 
tor since  the  death  of  the  intestate,  could  not  be  joined 
with  counts  on  promises  to  the  intestate  in  his  lifetime. 


Thomas,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  A  count  for  work 
done  by  the  administrator,  on  promises  to  him,  cannot  be 
joined  with  counts  for  goods  sold  and  work  done  by  the 
intestate,  on  promises  to  him.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that 
whenever  the  subject-matter  of  the  action  would,  when 
recovered,  be  assets,  the  executor  or  administrator  may 
sue  in  his  representative  character :  Cowell  v.  Waits  (a), 
Ord  V.  Fenwick  (b).  The  sum  claimed  by  the  last  count, 
being  for  work  and  labour  done  by  the  plaintiff  after  the 
death  of  the  intestate,  could  not  be  assets,  neither  would 
it  be  liable  to  probate  duty.  [Lord  Jbinger,  C.  B. — Sup- 
pose this  was  work  done  in  completing  a  contract  of 
the  intestate's,  as  for  instance,  in  finishing  a  coat  which 
he  had  undertaken  to  make,  and  commenced  making, 
and  had  provided  materials  for  completing  it ;  the  money, 
when  recovered,  would  be  assets.  Parke,  B. — The  ad- 
ministrator may  think  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  to 
go  on  with  the  work  the  intestate  had  contracted  for, 
and  was  bound  to  complete.    If  there  is  any  possible  case 


(a)  6  East,  406. 


(6)  3  East  108. 
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in  which  an  executor  can  be  bound  to  complete  the  con-  ^'^*:^  ^^^* 
tract  of  his  testator,  then  the  money^  when  recovered^ 
would  be  assets.  Alderson^  B. — In  order  to  sustain  your 
argumentt  you  must  make  out  that  an  administrator  can, 
in  no  case,  complete  a  contract  of  his  testator,  and  re- 
cover for  it  in  his  representative  character.  Lord  Abinger^ 
C.  B. — An  executor  may  not  be  compellable  to  perform 
the  contract  of  his  testator;  but  if  a  man  makes  a  con* 
tract  to  do  a  specific  thing,  as  to  build  a  wall,  and  he  dies 
before  the  wall  is  finished,  his  executors  could  not  re- 
cover for  the  work  until  the  wall  is  finished.  Parke,  B. 
— In  Ord  V.  Fenwiek,  which  was  an  action  for  money  paid 
by  the  plaintiff  as  executrix,  Lord  Ellenborough  expressly 
says, — "  If  we  can  suppose  a  case  where  the  money  must 
have  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  as  executrix,  and  for  which 
she  must  en;title  herself  to  recover  as  such,  the  judgment 
may  be  sustained."  Now,  this  may  have  been  work  done 
by  workmen  employed  by  the  administrator  in  finishing  a 
contract  of  the  testator^  and  paid  out  of  the  assets. 
Marshall  v.  Broadhurst  (a)  is  an  express  authority  that 
an  executor  may  recover  for  work  and  labour  as  executor.] 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  1  C.  &  J.  403. 


Becke,  Assignee  of  Wm.  Ashton,  an  Insolvent  Debtor, 
V.  Smith. 

X  ROVER  for  certain  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels,  the  The  SSnd 
property   of  the  said    Wm  Ashton.        Pleas — Ist,  Not  insoWcm Debt- 
guilty  ;  2ndly,  That  the  said  Wm.  Ashton  was   not  pos-  gm. Ire.  57 
sessed  as  of  his  own  property  of  the  cattle,  goods,  and  ^°^*  "o^  »PP*y 

only  to  such  bb- 
Bignments  and 
tnnsfen  as  are  made  within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of  the  imprisonmenti  or 
during  the  continuance  of  such  imprisonment,  but  extendi  to  assignments  made  at  any  time,  even 
ft  year  previous  to  the  imprisonment,  if  made  with  the  view  or  intention  of  petitioning  the  Court 
for  the  insolvent'^  discharge. 

o2 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  modo  et  fomi&:  and 
issue  tnerc'on. 

At  the  trial  before  BoUand,  B,,  at  the  last  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Northampton,  it  appeared  that  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  bad  been  brought  against  the 
ins  Ivent  by  one  Wrighti  which  was  tried  at  the  North- 
ampton Spring  Assizes,  1834,  and  was  undefended.  It 
was  proved  also,  that  on  the  commission  day  of  the  assises 
at  which  the  above  cause  was  to  be  tried,  the  insolvent 
gave  a  bill  of  sale  of  all  his  household  furniture  and  effecia 
to  the  present  defendant,  in  satisfaction  of  a  bonft  fide  debt 
to  the  amount  of  100/.  The  defendant  sold  the  efiects 
under  the  bill  of  sale  for  57/.  \8s.  On  the  day  the  bill  of 
sale  was  given,  the  insolvent  ran  away  from  Northampton, 
but  returned  in  March,  1835,  when  he  went  to  prison,  and 
petitioned  to  be  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors* 
Act,  and  was  ultimately  discharged  accordingly,  and  the 
plaintiff  was  appointed  his  assignee.  This  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods  taken  and  sold 
under  the  bill  of  sale  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  in- 
sisting that  the  bill  of  sale  was  fraudulent  and  void  under 
the  3^nd  section  of  the  7th  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  it  being  a  vo- 
luntary conveyance,  made  with  a  view  of  petitioning  for 
his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Act.  The  learned 
Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  32nd  section  ap- 
plied to  such  assignments  and  transfers  only  as  were  made 
within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of  the  im- 
prisonment, or  (luring  the  continuance  of  the  imprison- 
ment, and  that  this  bill  of  sale  having  been  given  more 
than  a  year  before  the  imprisonment  began,  the  act  did 
not  make  it  invalid.  The  plaintiff  then  went  on  to  prove 
a  case  of  fraud,  independently  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Insolvent  Act,  under  the  stat.  of  Ehs. ;  but  on  the  case 
being  submitted  to  the  jury,  they  found  that  the  transac- 
tion was  not  fraudulent,  and  gave  a  verdict  for  the  defen- 
dant.    Humfrey,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained 
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a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  ^'ch.  of  puom, 

1836 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  ^  '  ^ 

BCCKB 

Adams,  Serjt.,  and  Whateley,  shewed  cause.  It  is  smith. 
submitted  that  the  learned  Judge  was  right  in  his 
direction  to  the  jury.  The  question  depends  upon  the 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  32, 
which  enacts,  that  if  any  prisoner,  who  shall  file  his  pe- 
tition for  his  discharge  under  the  act,  shall,  before  or 
after  his  imprisonment,  being  in  insolvent  circumstances, 
voluntarily  convey  his  property  to  any  creditor,  every  such 
conveyance  shall  be  deemed,  and  is  thereby  declared,  to 
be  fraudulent,  and  void  as  against  the  provisional  assignee ; 
provided  always,  that  no  such  conveyance  shall  be  so 
deemed  fraudulent  and  void,  unless  made  within  three 
months  before  the  commencement  of  such  imprisonment, 
or  with  the  view  or  intention  by  the  party  so  conveying, 
of  petitioning  the  said  Court  for  his  discharge  from  cus* 
tody  under  that  act.  Now,  the  meaning  of  that  section 
is,  that  the  assignment  shall  not  be  deemed  fraudulent 
and  void,  unless  it  be  made  within  three  months  before 
the  party  goes  to  prison ;  or,  if  he  has  previously  gone  to 
prison,  then  with  the  intention  of  petitioning  for  his  dis- 
charge from  custody.  The  intention  of  the  act  was  to 
put  a  certain  limit  to  the  operation  of  that  section,  which 
is  but  reasonable.  ^Alderson,  B. — Suppose  there  were 
pregnant  evidence  that  three  months  and  one  day  before 
he  went  to  prison,  an  insolvent  made  a  voluntary  con- 
veyance of  his  property,  you  would  sHy  it  was  not  within 
the  act,  and  the  deed  could  not  be  impeached.]  Certainly, 
that  may  be  the  consequence.  The  proviso  is  to  be  con- 
strued, reddendo  singula  singulis  ;  the  assignment  is  to  be 
void,  whatever  his  intention  was  at  the  time  of  making  it, 
if  he  goes  to  prison  within  three  months,  but  not  other- 
wise; or  if,  being  in  prison,  he  makes  the  assignment  with 
the  view  of  petitioning  for  his  discharge.     One  part  of 
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ftf  Pka$t  the  proviso  is  intended  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  party  be- 
fore he  goes  to  prison,  but  who  goes  to  prison  within 
three  months  after  the  assignment;  the  other  to  the  case 
of  a  party  being  in  prison,  who  makes  the  assignment 
with  a  view  to  petition  for  bis  discharge.  The  case  was 
therefore  properly  left  to  the  jury. 

Humfrey^  Waddingion^  and  White,  in  support  of  the 
rule.  The  case  of  Wainwrighi  v.  Miles  (a),  is  a  decision 
against  the  construction  relied  upon  on  the  other  side. 
There  the  sale  of  the  insolvent's  effects  took  place  more  than 
three  months  before  the  insolvent  was  arrested  and  went 
to  prisoui  and  the  Court  held,  that  it  was  a  question  for 
the  jury  whether  the  assignment  was  made  with  an  in- 
tention of  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act.  That 
question  could  not  have  arisen,  unless  the  Court  bad 
thought  that  the  32nd  section  applied  to  a  case  like  the 
present.  The  object  and  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to 
make  void  all  voluntary  conveyances  by  persons  in  insol- 
vent circumstances,  provided  they  give  a  fraudulent  pre- 
ference to  a  particular  creditor;  but  that  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  to  adduce  any  evidence  of  the  fraud,  if  the  insol- 
vent goes  to  prison  within  three  months,  in  which  case  it  is 
to  be  deemed  ipso  facto  fraudulent  and  void  ;  if  it  is  beyond 
the  period  of  three  months,  then  it  must  be  shewn  that 
it  was  made  with  the  view  or  intention  of  petitioning  for 
his  discharge.  The  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  favour 
the  distribution  of  the  insolvent's  effects  equally  amongst 
all  his  creditors.  Then,  if  the  construction  put  at  the 
trial  was  not  right,  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial,  as 
it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the 
insolvent  executed  this  deed  with  the  view  or  intention  of 
petitioning  for  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Act 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
(a)  3  M.&  Scott,  211. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  (a)  was  now  delivered  by       ^'*i^/'''" 

ParkE|  B. — The  only  question  which  remained  for  con* 
sideration,  after  the  argument  against  the  rule  for  a  new 
trial  in  this  case  was,  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
3:^nd  section  of  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57.  It  occurred  to  my 
Brother  Bottand  on  the  trial,  that  the  section  applied  to 
such  assignments  and  transfers  only  as  were  made  within 
three  months  before  the  commencement  of  the  imprison- 
ment, or  during  its  continuance;  and  the  assignment  in 
question  having  been  made  more  than  a  year  before  the 
insolvent  went  to  prison,  he  thought  that  this  section  could 
not  render  it  void.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial, 
if  that  view  of  the  subject  was  incorrect ;  and  upon  con- 
sideration^  we  all  agree  that  it  was. 

It  is  a  very  useful  rule  (6),  in  the  construction  of  a  stat- 
ute, to  adhere  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words 
used,  and  to  the  grammatical  construction,  unless  that  is 
at  variance  with  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  to  be 
collected  from  the  statute  itself,  or  leads  to  any  manifest 
absurdity  or  repugnance,  in  which  case  the  language  may 
be  varied  or  modified,  so  as  to  avoid  such  inconvenience, 
but  no  further. 

Let  us  adopt  that  rule  in  this  case.  The  32nd  section 
enacts,  "That  if  any  prisoner,  who  shall  file  his  or  her 
petition  for  his  or  her  discharge,  under  this  act,  shall,  be- 
fore or  after  his  or  her  imprisonment,  being  in  insolvent 
circumstances,  voluntarily  convey,  assign,  transfer,  charge, 
deliver,  or  make  over  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  security 
for  money,  bond,  bill,  note,  money,  property,  goods  or 
effects  whatsoever,  to  any  creditor  or  creditors,  or  to  any 
person  or  persons  in  trust  for,  or  to  or  for  the  use,  benefit, 

or  advantage  of  any  creditor  or  creditors,  every  such  con- 

(a)  Parke,  B.,  Bolland,  B.,  JU  ton  v.  Loveland,  1  Hudgon  & 
dtrton,  B.,  and  Gvmey,  B.  Brooke's  Irish  Reports,  648. 

(6)  Per  Burton,  J.,  in  Warbur- 
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Etch,  of  PUat,  veyance^  assignmenti  transfer,  charge,  delivery,  and  mak- 
ing over,  shall  be  deemed  and  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void,  as  against  the  provisional  or  other 
assignee  or  assignees  of  such  prisoner  appointed  under 
this  act :  provided  always,  that  no  such  conveyance,  as- 
signment, transfer,  charge,  delivery,  or  making  over,  shall 
be  so  deemed  fraudulent  and  void,  unless  made  within  three 
months  before  the  commencement  of  such  imprisonment, 
or  with  the  view  or  intention  by  the  party  so  conveying, 
assigning,  transferring,  charging,  delivering,  or  making 
over,  of  petitioning  the  said  Court  for  his  or  her  discharge 
from  custody  under  this  act.** 

By  the  first  part  of  the  clause,  every  voluntary  convey- 
ance to  a  creditor,  by  one  who  afterwards  petitions  for  his 
discharge,  made  either  before  or  after  his  imprisonment, 
whilst  he  is  in  insolvent  circumstances,  is  avoided.  Then 
comes  the  proviso,  by  way  of  qualification  of  the  foregoing 
provision,  which  enacts,  that  no  such  conveyance  shall  be 
void,  unless  made  within  three  months  before  the  conn- 
mencenient  of  the  imprisonment,  or,  with  a  view  of  peti- 
tioning the  Court  for  his  discharge.  If  either  of  these 
circumstances  occurs,  the  voluntary  conveyance  by  an  in- 
solvent is  rendered  null ;  if  made  within  the  three  months 
it  is  void ;  if  made  at  any  timet  with  a  view  of  petitioning 
the  Court,  it  is  void,  for  there  is  not  a  word  expressly 
to  confine  the  last  alternative  within  any  limit  of  time : 
and  though,  at  first  sight,  the  words,  '*  with  a  view  of 
petitioning  for  his  discharge,"  might  strike  the  reader  as 
applying  to  persons  then  in  custody,  such  is  not  neces- 
sarily their  meaning.  In  reality,  they  are  just  as  applic- 
able to  a  person  out  of  prison,  as  to  one  in  prison.  The 
construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  is,  therefore, 
according  to  the  words  of  the  clause ;  it  is,  besides,  a  very 
reasonable  one.  The  efiect  is  this.  As  voluntary  prefer- 
ences are  usually  given  on  the  eve  of  the  taking  the  bene- 
fit of  the  act,  a  time  is  fixed  (three  months)  within  which. 
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to  prevent  many  questions,  all  voluntary  conveyances  to  a  Exch.  of  Pteaa, 
creditor,  made  when  the  dehtor  is  in  insolvent  circum- 
stances, are  avoided :  before  that  time  all  such  conveyances 
are  avoided,  where  the  actual  intent  to  give  a  preference 
to  a  particular  creditor  is  proved;  and  thus,  the  same 
effect  is  given  to  the  insolvent,  as  to  the  bankrupt  law, 
with  reference  to  all  anterior  transactions. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  order  to  give  to  the  clause  the 
meaning  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
grammatical  construction  must  be  altered,  by  introducing 
some  words  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  operation  of 
the  latter  alternative :  and  the  clause  must  be  read  as  if 
it  had  been  written  thus,  "  Provided  that  no  such  assign- 
ment, if  made  before  imprisonment^  shall  be  void,  unless 
made  within  three  months  before,  &c.,  or  if  made  after, 
unless  made  with  a  view  or  intention  by  the  party  convey- 
ing of  petitioning  the  Court  for  his  discharge. **   But  if  this 
were  done,  this  incongruity  would  arise,  that  a  stronger 
case  would  be  required  to  avoid  an  assignment  made  after 
imprisonment  than  one  made  before.    Besides,  if  this  con- 
vtruction  were  adopted,  every  assignment  made  more  than 
three  months  before  the  commencement  of  the  imprison- 
ment would  be  valid,  however  clear  the  intention  to  give 
a  preference  might  be;  and  thus  the  whole  object  of  the 
act  might  be  defeated  by  a  fraudulent  insolvent,  who,  after 
conveying  all  his  property  to  favoured  creditors,  would 
only  have  to  go  out  of  the  way  for  three  months,  and  then 
take  the  benefit  of  the  act,  after  which  no  one  assignment 
of  his  property  could  be  questioned  on  the  ground  of  frau- 
dulent preference. 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  true  con^truciion  of 
the  clause  is,  that  every  voluntary  assignment,  made  by 
one  in  insolvent  circumstances,  is  void,  whenever  made 
with  intention  to  take  the  benefit  of  the  act.  And  this 
was  the  clear  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleus  in  the 
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Exeh.  qfPkat,  case  of  Wainwrighi  v.  Miles  (a),  though  the  point  was 
not  fully  argued.  It  is  true,  that  upon  the  plaintiff's  view 
of  the  case,  in  order  to  give  full  effect  to  the  intention  of 
the  legislature,  and  to  embrace  aU  cases  of  voluntary 
transfers,  both  before  and  after  imprisonment,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  clause  (not  very  accurately  drawn)  must  in 
one  respect  be  understood,  not  according  to  its  strict 
sense :  and  the  words  **  within  three  months  before  the 
commencement  of  the  imprisonment,"  which,  strictly  con- 
strued, exclude  the  time  of  imprisonment,  must  be  read 
so  as  to  include  it,  and  taken  to  mean  **  within  a  period 
commencing  three  months  before  the  imprisonment;"  other- 
wise one  of  the  inconveniences  above  pointed  out,  as  ne- 
cessarily resulting  from  the  defendant's  construction,  would 
follow,  namely,  that  a  conveyance  after  imprisonment^ 
though  voluntary,  would  be  protected,  unless  made  with  a 
view  and  intention  of  petitioning. 

To  obviate  such  an  incongruity,  common  to  both  the 
constructions,  according  to  the  strict  grammatical  sense, 
the  words  must  be  thus  slightly  varied. 

We  are  of  opinion,  for  these  reasons,  that  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  when  the  question  to  be 
submitted  to  the  jury,  with  reference  to  this  section,  will  be, 
whether  the  assignment  was  made  by  the  insolvent,  when 
in  insolvent  circumstances,  voluntarily,  and  with  the  view 
and  intention  by  him  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court  for 
his  discharge  from  custody. 

If  all  these  circumstances  concur,  the  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  a  verdict,  but  otherwise  he  would  not. 

Rule  absolute. 
(«)  3  Moore  &  Scott,  211. 
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1836. 


Baker  9.  Brown. 


JPeTERSDORFF  applied  to  the  Court  to  increase  the  in  an  unde- 
amount  of  the  verdict  in  this  case,  from  the  sum  of  1025/.  on  a  mortgage 
to  1058/.     It  was  an  action  on  a  mortgage  deed  for  pay-  rirt'TOuiSid"' 
ment  of  the  former  sum,  with  interest ;  and  at  Nisi  Prius.  inadvertenUy 

took  a  Terdict 

the  cause  being  undefended,  the  plaintiff  s  counsel  inad-  for  the  prm- 
vertently  took  a  verdict  for  the  principal  sum  only,  omit-  only,  omiiSng 
ting  to  calculate  the  interest ;  and  it  was  entered  accord-  f^tJIJ^"^' j^^ 
ingly  on  the  record,  and  on  the  Judge's  notes.    In  a  case  Court  refiued 
in  Grodbolt's  Reports  (a),  where,  the  plaintiff  being  en-  verdict 
titled  to  treble  damages,  the  verdict  was  taken  for  single 
damages  only,  the  Court  increased   the  amount  accord- 
ingly-    ZAlderson,  B. — ^There  the  Court  only  gave  the 
finding  of  the  jury  its  legal  effect] 

Per  Curiam. — We  can  do  nothing  but  grant  a  rule  to 
set  aside  the  verdict,  if  the  plaintiff  desires  it;  but  it  has 
been  entered  as  it  was  taken  in  Court,  and  we  cannot  in- 
crease it  in  the  absence  of  the  other  party. 

Motion  refused. 

(a)  Baldwin  ^  Owine't  case,  Qodb.  245. 


Jones  v.  Pritchard. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  done  by  the  plain-  in  an  action 
tiff  in  repairing  of  ship,  of  which  the  defendant  was  one  to'a'vwttei*"* 
of  the  part  owners.      Plea — ^non  assumpsit.     The  cause  •«^»»' «»« 

,  *  ^  *  part  owner, 

was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Carnarvon :   when  another  part 
the  defendant  called  one  Wm.  Hughes,  the  captain  of  the  ^^ent  witaen  * 
▼cssel,  and  a  part  owner,  to  prove  that  he,  the  defendant,  ^'„f^^°' 
was  not  a  part  owner  in  the  vessel.     It  was  objected  that  reieaie. 


soo 


CASKS  IN  TUB  EXCI1EQUER« 


^**ifWfi'*''^'  a  partner  owner  was. not  a  competent  witness,  upon  which 
the  defendant  gave  him  a  release,  but  the  undersheriff 
still  refused  to  receive  his  evidence;  and  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered a  verdict,  with  13/.  damages.  R.  V.  RichardSf  on 
a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground 
that  the  witness  had  been  improperly  rejected.  He  sub- 
mitted that  even  if,  as  a  joint  contractor,  the  witness 
was  incompetent,  yet  the  release  at  all  events  made  him 
competent.  He  cited  Goodacre  v.  Breame  (a),  Young  v. 
Baimer  (6),  Simons  v.  Smith  (c),  and  IVilson  v.  Hirsi  (rf). 
He  also  urged,  secondly,  that  the  only  way  in  which  he 
could  be  affected,  would  be  by  the  judgment  obtained 
against  Pritchard,  and  that  his  name  might  have  been 
indorsed  on  the  record  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s. 
26.     The  Court  having  granted  a  rule  nisi, — 

Jervis  now  shewed  cau:»e.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the 
witness  would  not  be  competent  without  a  release :  then 
the  question  is,  is  he  competent  with  a  release  ?  In  Ckeyne 
V.  Koops  (e).  Lord  Alvanley  expressed  an  opinion  that  a 
co-contractor  could  not  be  released.  He  said,  **  The  }:art- 
tiers  were  all  bound  in  equity  to  contribute ;  and  though,  if 
an  action  at  law  was  brought  against  the  witness,  he  could 
plead  the  recovery  in  the  present  action,  which  would  be 
a  bar  at  law,  yet  if  Koops,  the  defendant,  was  dead  or 
insolvent,  the  present  plaintiff  would  have  a  right,  by  a  bill 
in  equity,  to  compel  all  the  partners  to  contribute ;  and 
the  witness  would  of  course  be  subjected  to  his  share." 
In  Simons  v.  Smith,  Lord  Tenterden  expressly  held,  that 
one  partner  could  not  release  another  for  the  purpose  of 
making  him  a  competent  witness.  In  Young  v.  Bairner  (f) 


(a)  Peake'8  N.  P.  C.  174.  Man.  742. 

(6)lE8p.l03.  (c)4Eip.  112. 

(c)  Ry.  &  M.  29.  (/)  I  Eip.  103. 
ld)4B,  &  Ad.  760;  1  Nev.  & 
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Lord  Kenyan  was  of  opinioiii  at  Nisi  Prius,  that  a  release  ^^^  %J^^^*' 
by  a  partner  would  not  make  his  co-partner  competent. 
Undoubtedly^  on  a  rule  having  been  obtained^  and  the 
case  coming  on  to  be  argued^  Lord  Kenyan  appeared  to 
entertain  a  different  opinion,  but  the  case  was  not  dis- 
cussed* In  Wilsan  ▼•  Hirsi,  there  were  mutual  releases, 
which  may  distinguish  that  case  from  the  present.  [Parke, 
B. — ^What  interest  can  the  witness  have  if  the  defendant 
releases  him  ?]  It  is  admitted  that  the  defendant  could 
not  call  upon  him  for  contribution,  either  for  damages  or 
costs:  but  in  the  case  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  it 
miglit  be  doubtful  whether  the  assignees  would  be  bound. 
Then  this  was  merely  a  release  from  the  consequences  of 
the  action,  and  there  was  nothing  for  the  release  to  oper- 
ate upon,  as  the  contract  between  the  parties  could  not 
arise  until  after  the  judgment. 

R.  V.  Richards^  in  support  of  the  rule.  Young  v. 
Baimer  is  a  clear  authority  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
and  Cheyne  v.  Koops  must  now  be  considered  as  over- 
ruled. Here  Hughes  was  not  called  to  prove  a  joint  lia- 
bility, but  that  he  was  solely  liable,  and  a  party  may  always 
do  that,  or  shew  that  the  interest  has  been  parted  with : 
Jennings  v.  Griffiths  (a),  Maody  v.  King  (6).  [Parker 
B. — If  that  is  so,  it  puts  an  end  to  the  question.]  But, 
taking  it  any  way«  IViUon  v.  Hint  is  a  strong  authority 
that  the  witness  was  competent  after  a  release. 

Parke,  B. — I  have  heard  enough  to  say  that  the  un- 
dersheriff  will  do  well  on  another  trial  to  admit  the  wit- 
ness, even  if  he  turns  out  to  be  a  part  owner  with  the 
defendant,  aa  I  cannot  conceive  what  interest  he  can  have 
after  a  release. 

Tie  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(«)  Ryan  fr  M.  42.  {h)  2  B.  &  Cr.  658. 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHBQUBB, 


Sxeh.  of  PUas, 
1836. 


To  a  declaitt- 
tion  in  uiump- 
lit  for  mooey 
had  and  re- 
ceived, the 
defendant 
pleaded,  as  to 
all  except 
32.  5«.,  non 
assumpsit;  as 
to  all  except 
3^  5«.,  a  set- 
off; and  as  to 
3^  5«.,  pay- 
ment of  that 
sum  into  Court 
The  plaintiff, 
by  his  replica- 
tion, admitted 
the  set-off, 
and  replied 
that  he  would 
not  further 
prosecute  his 
suit,  except  as 
to  the  3^  5«., 
and  took  that 
sum  out  of 
Court: — Held, 
that  the  defen- 
dant was  en- 
titled to  his 
eosu  on  the 
two  first  issues. 


GooDEE  V,.  Goldsmith. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and    received,  and   for 
money  due  on  an  account  stated.     Pleas — first,  non  as- 
sumpsit, except  as  to  3/.  5«.  parcel,  &c.;   secondly,  a  set- 
off, except  as  to  3/.  5«.,  parcel,  &c. ;  thirdly,  payment  of 
SI,  5s.  into  court.     Replication, — protesting  that  the  defen- 
dant did  promise  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath 
above  thereof  complained  against  him,  nevertheless,  for 
replication  in  this  behalf  as  to  the  said  second  plea,  the 
plaintiff  admits  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  he  was  and  still  is  indebted  to  the 
defendant  in  a  sum  of  money,    equal    to    the   damages 
sustained  by  him,  the  said  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  non- 
performance by  the  defendant  of  the  promises  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  except  as  to  the  said  sum  of  3/.  5s., 
parcel,  &c. ;  and  he   the  plaintiff  is  ready  and  wiUing  to 
set  off  and  allow  to  the  defendant  the  full  amount  of  the 
said  damages,   and  will   not   further  prosecute   the  suit 
against  the  defendant,  except  as  to  the  said  sum  of  3/.  5s. , 
parcel,  &c.     To  the  third  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied  by  ac- 
cepting the  money  paid  into  court.     The  plaintiff,  by  his 
particulars,  claimed  28L5s.  for  money  received  by  the  de- 
fendant for  the  plaintiff's  use.     The  defendant  claimed  a 
set  off  for  upwards  of  251.  for  money  paid  on  account  of 
the  plaintiff.     The  Master  having  upon  taxation  allowed 
the  plaintiff  the  whole  costs,  Kelly  on  a  former  day  ob- 
tained a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not 
review  his  taxation,  and  allow  the  defendant  his  costs  upon 
the  two  first  pleas. 


Ogle  now  shewed  cause.  The  Master  was  right  in  his 
taxation,  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to 
any  costs.  The  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  bring  his  action 
for  the  whole  sum  of  28L  5s. ;  for  if  he  had  brought  his 
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action  for  the  sum  of  8/.  6*.,  the  amount  really  due,  and  EroK^UaM, 

the  defendant  had  pleaded  the  set-ofF  to  the  amount  of 

251,,  it  would  have  covered  the  amount  for  which  the  action 

was  brought.     The  defendant  ought  not  to  have  pleaded 

non  assumpsit  at  all,  but  should  have  relied  upon  the  other 

pleas  only. 

Kelly,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  replica- 
tion amounts  in  effect  to  a  nolle  prosequi.  If  there  has 
been  a  nolle  prosequi  to  a  count  or  part  of  a  count,  the 
costs  follow,  by  the  statute  (a).  The  plaintiff*  has  aban- 
doned his  cause  of  action  on  the  general  issue,  and  the 
set-off^.  He  will  be  entitled  to  costs  as  to  that  part  of  the 
cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  money  is  paid  into 
Court,  but  the  defendant  to  the  costs  on  the  other  issues. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


(a)  3&4Will.4,c.42,  8.33. 


Lewis  v.  Jones. 

JL  HIS  was  a  rule  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  which  had  wiien,  upon  a 
been  obtained  on  the  application  of  the  sheriff*  of  Carmar-  under  thL' Inter- 
marthenshire,  calling  upon  the  execution  creditor  and  a  P^^«^^^  ^^}> 

^  ,  'he  execution 

claimant  named  Jones,  to  appear  before  the  Court.  creditor  did  not 

No  one  appearing  for  the  execution  creditor,  Chilton,  wu^doubifu/ 
fertile  claimant  Jones,  now  applied  that  the  claim  of  the  rh^riffVhohid 
execution  creditor  might  be  barred,  and  the  goods  taken  ^^  "n^«> 
under  the  execution  delivered  to  the  claimant.     He  sub-  direction,  had 

not  miscoii- 
ducted  himself 
•ubiequeiit  to  the  wisare,  the  Court  made  an  order  that  the  execution  creditor  should  be  barred 
agiiost  the  dainumt,  and  the  goods  restored  to  the  latter ;  the  claimant  to  be  at  liberty  to  bring  an 
issue  against  the  sheriff  for  misconduct,  provided  it  should  turn  out  he  had  been  guilty  of  any; 
and  also,  if  there  had  been  any  misconduct  in  the  execution  creditor  in  giving  directions  to  the 
sheriff,  to  bring  an  action  against  him. 


SOI  CASKS  IN  THE  BXCHEQUKR, 

Exeh.  of  Pleat,  mitted  that  under  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  58*  s.  6,  the  claimant 
-  ^  ought  not  to  be  precluded  from  proceeding  against  the 

«.  sheriff.    The  affidavits  stated  that  the  writ  was  indorsed 

'<  Levy  lQ6L9s.  8d. ;  the  defendant  resides  at  or  occupies 
PlasNewydd/'  and  that  the  goods  were  seized  at  that  place; 
that  the  defendant  had  been  a  bankrupt  a  few  years  ago, 
and  that  the  under-sheriff  knew  of  the  bankruptcy  :  that 
his  son,  the  present  claimant,  had  entered  into  possession 
of  the  farm  in  1834,  and  had  been  in  the  sole  occupation 
of  the  premises  since  that  time.  The  sheriff  therefore 
acted  wrongfully  in  taking  these  goods,  and  the  Court  will 
not  relieve  him  from  his  liability  for  the  wrongful  act.  He 
cited  Bishop  v.  Hinxman  (a),  and  Baynton  v.  Harvey  (6). 

E.  V.  WilUams  for  the  sheriff.— The  Court  uill  bar 
both  the  execution  creditor  and  the  clnimant  from  pro- 
ceeding against  the  sheriff.  This  was  a  case  of  great 
suspicion  as  concerned  the  claimant,  who  was  a  young  man 
scarcely  of  age.  He  had  obtained  possession  of  his 
father's  farm  and  the  effects  under  an  auction,  where  the 
goods  had  been  bought  in,  and  this  was  therefore  the  very 
sort  of  case  for  which  the  act  was  passed  to  protect  the 
sheriff.  I'he  sheriff  received  precise  directions  from  the 
execution  creditor  as  to  the  indorsement :  he  was  directed 
to  seize  the  goods  at  Plas  Newydd.  The  claimant  may 
bring  an  action  against  the  execution  creditor,  but  the 
sheriff  ought  not  to  be  left  liable  to  an  action  at  the 
suit  of  the  claimant.  [Parke^  B.  The  sheriff  ought  to 
be  protected  from  the  original  seizure,  but  not  from  any 
subsequent  misconduct.  The  better  way  would  be,  to 
direct  an  issue  to  try  that.]  The  sheriff  offered  to  re- 
move the  execution,  if  the  claimant  would  indemnify  him, 
which  was  refused. 

Lord  AbinobR}  C.  B.— By  our  interference  the  claim- 
ant receives  the  benefit  of  the  immediate  return  of  the 

(a)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  166.  (6)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  344. 


M1CHABL1IA8  TBRM»  7  WILL.  IV.  fl05 

property^  and  the  execution  creditor  is  barred  of  his  claim.  Etek.  nf  Fieat^ 
If  he  baa  given  any  authority  to  the  sheriff  for  taking 
these  goods,  he  must  be  liable  in  an  action  at  the  suit  of 
the  claimant;  and  if  the  sheriff  after  the  seizure  has  mis- 
conducted himself  in  any  way,  he  is  responsible  to  that 
extent.  If  we  were  ta  allow  an  action  of  trespass  to  be 
brought,  the  jury  would  give  damages  for  the  original 
taking  of  the  goods.  Therefore  we  think  the  best  rule  to 
pronounce,  will  be,  first,  to  bar  the  execution  creditor ;  se« 
condly,  to  order  that  the  goods  be  returned  to  the  claimant. 
Then  the  claimant  may  be  at  liberty  to  commence  an  action 
against  the  sheriff*  in  the  form  of  an  issue,  to  try  whether 
the  claimant  has  sustained  any  damages,  and  if  so,  to 
what  amount,  through  the  misconduct  of  the  sheriff*  sub- 
sequent to  the  seizure;  also,  if  there  has  been  any  miscon- 
duct in  the  execution  creditor  in  giving  directions  to  the 
sheriff*  to  take  these  goods,  the  clumant  may  have  an 
action  against  him. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Chandler  v.  Bezward. 

A.N  order  had  been  obtained  for  the  trial  of  this  cause  Where  notice  of 
before  the  sheriff*  of  Worcestershire,   and  a  writ  of  trial  ^^n^whkTM 
was  drawn  up,  returnable  on  the  12th  of  Aui^ust.     On  the  *ft«>^*'<>«  ^  ^ 

'^  ^  coantermanded. 


5th  of  July  notice  of  trial  was  given  for  the  12th  of  August  it  it  not  i 
following.     On  the  9th  of  August  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  ^record,  un- 
of  countermand,  but  the  cause  was  subsequently  tried  on  ^n^^^aJS^o 
the  17tb  of  August,  when  the  plaintiff*  obtained  a  verdict,  •  ^^y  ^^'  ^^^ 
the  defendant  not  attending  the  trial.     JS.  T.  Richards^  writ. 
on  a  former  day,  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  plaintiff  should  not  pay  to  the  defendant  the  costs  of 
not  proceeding  to  trial,  and  why  the  proceedings  subse- 
quently had  should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that 
the  notice  of  countermand  was  given  one  day  too  late,  and 
VOL.  IL  p  M.  w. 
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jemA.  9f  PiMf,  also  that  the  record  had  been  altered,  by  the  insertion  of 
1836. 

th€  latter  day  of  trial,  without  having  been  retealed. 


C«Afl»t.ER 

BsiwAmD. 


Humfrey  shewed  cause,  and  produced  an  affidavit, 
stating  that  the  plaintiff  bad  not  proceeded  tx>  trial,  in 
consequence  of  the  defendant's  insolvency,  and  of  an  ar- 
rangement being  entered  into  that  proceedings  should  be 
stayed,  on  the  terms  of  each  party  paying  his  own  costs. 
He  contended  that  there  was  no  irregularUy  in  altering 
the  day  of  trial. 

Parke,  B. — The  Master  informs  us  that  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  reseal  the  record,  unless,  the  alteration  is  made 
to  a  day  after  the  return  of  the  writ. 

R.  V.  Richards,  in  support  of  the  rule,  having  shewn 
from  the  affidavits,  that  the  return  day  of  the  writ  of 
trial  had  been  altered  from  the  12th  to  the  19th  of  August, 


The  Court  made  the  rule  absolute. 


Rule  absolute. 


M'Gahby,  Vestry  Clerk  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras, 
Middlesex,  v»  Alston  and  Sbwbll. 

Debt  on  bond,  dated  the  Ist  of  January,  1834,  given 
by  the  defendants  to  the  directors  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Pancras,  and  their  successors,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  500/.  Pleas — 1st,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  vestry 
clerk  of  the  parish ;    Sndly,  that  the  defendant  Alston 


To  an  action 
brongfat  by  the 
▼eitry  derk  of 
the  parish  of 
St  Paocraf, 
under  a  local 
Act,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded 
that  the  pbin- 
dff  wai  not 

Testry  clerk : — Htld,  that  evidence  of  hit  acting  as  vestry  derk  was  suflSdent  primft  fade  evi- 
dence of  his  appointment  Heid  also,  that  one  of  the  directors  of  the  vestry  was  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff. 

A  cheque,  drawn  on  account  of  the  pariah,  was  delivered  to  A.,  who  was  then  the  paying  derk 
of  the  parish.  It  was  shewn  that  the  bankers  of  the  parish,  on  the  same  day,  paid  a  sum  of  that 
amount,  and  that  their  custom  was  to  veturn  the  cancelled  cheques  to  the  paying  cleik,  and 
that  they  were  d^osited  in  an  apartment  in  the  workhouse.  A.  having  gone  out  of  ofllce^  appli- 
cation was  made  to  his  successor  at  that  place,  for  inspection  -of  the  cheques.  He  handed  to  the 
witness  several  bundles,  which  he  aearched,  without  finding  the  ditqoe  in  qoestbn: — MM,* 
suiBdent  search  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 
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had  duly  falfilled  the  eonditions  of  the  bond.    The  repK-  Smsa.  ^^^ 
cation  took  issue  on  these  pleas.    There  had  been  a  third 
special  plea,  to  which  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  which, 
on  argument  in  Easter  Term  last,  was  held  to  be  bad  (a). 
The  cause  was  tried  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  in 
Trinity  Term  last,  before  Gumey,  B.,  when  the  dispute 
was  as  to  the  defendant  Alston's  right  to  retain  a  certain 
sum  of  money  for  his  salary  as  vestry  clerk.     It  appeared 
that  he  bad  been  appointed  paying  agent  or  clerk  for  the 
pariah,  a  Mr.  Scadding  being  at  that  time  the  vestry  clerk, 
and  that  no  money  was  ever  paid  without  the  onder  being 
countersigned  by  the  vestry  clerk.    Scadding  having  re- 
signed the  situation  of  vestry  clerk,  the  directors  of  the 
poor  passed  a  resolution,  that  the  de&ndant  should  be 
appointed  temporary  vestry  clerk,  which  recommendation 
the  vestry  subsequently  adopted,  but  they  also  came  to  a 
resolution  that  the  salary  should  be  reduced  from  500/. 
to  800/.  a-year.    The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  reduc- 
tion was  to  date  from  the  resignation  of  Scadding ;  but 
the  defendant  elaimed  the  higher  salary  up  to  the  time 
when  that  resolution  was  passed.      Accordingly,  he  re- 
tsioed  in  his  hands  the  sum  of  34/.  5f.,  which  was  accord* 
iog  to  the  higher  rate,  entering  it  in  his  accounts  as  paid 
to  himself  for  his  salary.    His  aecouots  were  submitted  to 
a  committee  of  the  vestry,  who  examined  them,  and,  as  the 
defiendaols   contended,  assented  to  them.      They  were 
afterwards  sent  to  the  atiditors,  and  one  of  them  signed 
the  accounts.     Alston  was,  however,  ultimately  diamissed 
from  the  oBce  of  vestry  clerk,  and  the  vestry  refused  to 
ratify  his  accounts.    For  the  purpose  of  proving  the  first 
iMiie,  the  plaintiff  himself  was  called  as  a  witness  (6),  and 
stated  that  he  was  the  vestry  clerk  of  the  parish,  and  acted 
ai  such.  It  was  objected  that  this  was  not  admissible  evidence 

(a)  See  1  M.  jr  W.  389.  by  s.  16  of  ths  St.  Pantras  Ves- 

(h)  Made  s  competent  witness     try  Act,  59  Geo.  3,  c.  xxxiz. 
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Bxeh.  if  Pka$,  ID  proof  of  the  is8ue«  and  that  the  appointment  ought  to  be 
proved ;  but  the  objection  was  overruled.  The  plaintiff 
then  called  a  person  named  Bradley,  one  of  the  directors 
of  the  vestry,  who  had  examined  the  accounts,  to  prove 
that  he  had  not  conclusively  allowed  them,  but  that  the 
above  item  had  been  objected  to.  It  was  contended 
for  the  defendant,  that  he  was  not  a  competent  witness ; 
but  the  learned  Judge  overruled  this  objection  also  ;  and 
told  the  jury,  that  the  question  for  them  was,  whether  the 
defendant  Alston  had  or  had  not  retained  to  himself  any 
part  of  the  monies  that  he  had  received ;  and  that  he 
thought  he  was  not  warranted  in  retaining  money  in  pay- 
ment of  his  salary,  after  the  rate  of  the  former  salary. 
The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleii,  in  the  same  term,  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  evidence  had  been  improperly 
received,  and  also  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  First, 
the  issue  being  whether  the  plaintiff  was  vestry  clerk,  it 
was  incumbent  upon  him  to  prove,  by  proper  evidence,  that 
be  had  been  duly  appointed  to  that  office,  as  by  producing 
the  books  containing  the  appointment  by  the  vestry :  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  prove  merely  that  he  had  acted  as 
vestry  clerk.  [Parke,  B. — ^Why  should  not  the  acting  in 
a  character  of  that  sort  be  sufficient  evidence  of  his  having 
been  duly  appointed  ?  In  actions  against  magistrates,  con* 
stables,  and  the  like,  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  they  acted 
as  such.]  Here  his  right  to  bring  the  action  depends  upon 
his  being  vestry  clerk ;  unless  he  be  legally  invested  with 
that  office,  the  action  must  faU.  Suppose  he  had  brought 
an  action  for  slander  of  him  in  his  office,  he  must  have 
proved  his  appointment :  Sellers  v.  Till  (a),  Collins  v. 
Carnegie  (6).      [Parke,  B. — ^The  plaintiff  fills  a   public 

(a)  4  B.  ^  Cr.  655.  Nev.  &  Man.  703. 

(b)  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  696;    S.  C.  3  .  /j, 
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character.      In  CanneUy.  Curtis  (a),  Tindal,  C.  J.,  inti-  Bieh.  0/  PUa,, 

1836. 
mates  a  strong  opinion  that  even  in  an  action  for  a  libel, 

it  is  only  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  he  acted 
in  the  character  in  relation  to  which  the  words  are  writ- 
ten.    Here  the  action  is  not  brought  for  the  plaintiff's 
benefit,  but  merely  in  his  name.     I  have  always  thought 
that  where  an  action  is  brought  by  a  public  officer,  it  is 
sufficient  to  prove  his  acting  in  that  capacity.]     It  is  sub- 
mitted that  that  is  not  so  where  his  title  is  the  foundation 
of  the  action.     In  the  case  of  an  action  brought  by  an  at- 
tomey,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  he  is  an  attorney  on 
the  roll.     So  in  the  case  of  assignees  of  a  bankrupt.    In 
Corlft  V.  The  Kent  Water  Works  Company  {b\  where  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue  in  the  character  of  treasurer  to 
certain  commissioners,  and  the  act  directed  that  the  com- 
missionersj  or  the  major  part  of  them,  assembled  at  any 
meeting,  not  being  less  than  thirteen,  might  by  writing 
under  their  hands,  appoint  a  treasurer;  it  was  held  that 
an  appointment,  signed  by  a  majority  of  seventeen  com- 
missioners, was  valid,  and  that  it  need  not  be  signed  by 
thirteen.     That  point  would  not  have  arisen,  if  acting  in 
the  office  alone  were  sufficient.     When  an  act  requires  a 
written  appointment,  and  directs  it  to  be  entered  in  the 
books,  and  makes  the  books  evidence  of  the  appointment, 
it  is  in  all  cases  necessary  to  produce  them  to  prove  the 
appointment.     [BoUandf  B.     In  Berryman  v.  Wise  (c), 
BuUer,  J.,  said,  that  in  the  case  of  all  peace  officers,  jus- 
does  of  the  peace,  constables,   &c.,  it  was  sufficient  to 
prove  that  they  acted  in  those  characters,  without  pro- 
ducing their  appointments.]     Secondly,  Bradley  was  not 
a  competent  witness,  inasmuch  as  he  was  a  party  inter- 
ested.   The  plaintiff  was  but  the  nominal  representative 
of  the  vestry,  of  whom  Bradley  was  one  of  the  directors, 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  228;  2  Scott,         (6)  7  B.  &  Gr.  314. 
379.  (c)4T.  R.366. 
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^^\MJ[^^*  and  so  in  effect  one  of  the  plaintiffi:  and  although  tlie 
-*  statute  removes  his  incompetency  od  the  ground  of  in* 
M'Gahbt  twest  as  a  rated  inhabitanti  yet  if  he  be  a  pwty  to  the 
Ai.«To».  record,  he  is  incompetent  [Parke^  B* — He  is  not  named 
on  the  record.  What  interest  has  he  ?  This  very  point 
was  decided  by  this  Court  in  Fletcher  v.  OreemoeU  (a). 
The  vestrymen  have  a  public  duty  to  discharge,  but  no 
private  interest  in  the  matter.  Lord  Abingefi  C.  B. — 
The  witness  has  no  personal  or  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
cause ;  nor  is  he  a  party  on  the  record.  His  situation  is 
that  of  a  mere  creation  of  the  legislature.]  In  fVhUmare 
V.  WUks  (b)f  where  the  trustees  were  empowered  by  act 
of  parliament  to  sue  in  the  name  of  their  treasurer,  in  an 
action  by  them,  Lord  Tenterden  expressed  himself  of 
opinion,  on  one  of  their  body  being  called  as  a  witness,* 
that  he  was  not  competent.  [Parke,  B. — That  case  was 
cited  in  Fletcher  v.  Crreenwell.  This  is  all  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public*]  Tben  there  was  a  misdirection;  for  the 
question  was,  not  whether  Alston  was  justified  in  retaining 
the  amount  of  bis  salary  as  he  had  done,  but  whether  he 
had  rendered  his  accounts,  and  they  had  been  ratified  by 
the  directors :  the  directors  are  the  persons  who  are  to 
pay  the  salary.  [Parke,  B. — ^They  are  only  to  psiy  legal 
salaries.]  Suppose  Alston  had  paid  a  salary,  which  was 
not  a  legal  one,  by  their  direction,  would  he,  the  mere 
paying  agent,  be  liable  ?  Surely  not.  The  auditing  of 
the  accounts  was  final :  but  even  if  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther he  was  justified  in  retaining  the  money  as  he  did,  the 
evidence  shews  that  he  was  warranted  in  so  doing.  By 
the  appointment  of  the  directors,  he  became  entitled  to 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  754|  where  it  supplied  to  the  directors,  a  per- 

was  held,  that  when  a  local  Act  son  who  was  one  of  the  directors 

empowers  the  directors  and  over-  at  the  time  when  the  goods  were 

seers  of  the  poor  of  a  parish  to  supplied,  is  a  competent  witness 

sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  for  the  defendant, 
their  clerk,  in  an  action  for  goods         (b)  1  Moo.  &  M.  214, 220. 
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the  udary  which  had  been  paid  to  hif  predeoesaor,  and  &rcA.  «/  Phmg, 
when  the  vealry  adopted  the  resolotioii  of  the  directorii 
they  MKtborised  him  to  claim  that  8akn7 — at  aU  events  up 
to  the  tine  when  they  paMed  die  ceeolirtion  that  It  a hoold 
be  reduced. 

Pkai,  m  behalf  of  the  defendant  SeweU,  also  moved 
for  a  new  trial,  oo  the  ground  that  the  acoimnta  of  Alston^ 
which  were  given  in  evidenoe  to  prove  the  receipt  of  the 
monies  for  which  Alston  had  not  accounted,  were  not 
fufflcipnt  evidence  to  charge  Sewell  as  the  aorety :  citing 
SmiiA  V.  Wkkiingham  (a),  Oa§s  v.  WatUngion  {b),  and 
MkUletan  r.  Mekan  (e). 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.-^On  the  point  raised  by  Mr. 
Plaii,  we  think  there  ia  auiBcient  doubt  to  induce  us  to 
grant  a  rule  to  shew  cause ;  but  on  the  other  points,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  no  rule  ought  to  be  granted. 

Paekx,  B. — I  think  that  the  first  objection  which  has 
been  taken  ia  not  a  valid  objection ,  and  that  proof  of  ac« 
tmg  was  sufficient.  The  plaintiff  is  a  public  parochial 
officer ;  and  the.  rule  is,  that  all  public  officers  who  are 
proved  to  have  acted  as  such,  are  presumed  to  have  been 
duly  appointed  to  the  office,  until  the  contrary  is  shewn.  It 
is  quite  immaterial  that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  name 
of  the  officer.  In  all  actions  against  justices  and  constables, 
DO  more  is  requisite  than  proof  of  their  acting  in  those 
ebaracters*  With  respect  to  the  second  objection,  that 
Bradley  waa  not  a  competent  witness,  the  case  which  haa 
been  referred  tO|  of  Fletcher  v.  Greenwell,  b  a  distinct 
authority  to  shew  that  the  witness  was  competent.  Then 
the  thbd  question  is,  whether  Alston  was  substantially 
entitled  id  retain  the  sum  of  S4fL  5e*  for  bis  salary.    He 

U)  6  Ganr.  &  Payne,  78.  (c)  10  B.  &  Cr.  317}  5  Man.  k 

(»)  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  132.  Ry.  264. 
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fitek.  of  PUas,  claimed  it  as  having  been  allowed  by  the  directors  ;  but 
the  directors  had  no  power  to  settle  the  amount  of  the 
salary ;  that  belonged  to  the  vestry.  But  he  further  in- 
sists that  it  has  been  adopted  and  allowed  by  the  veatry 
on  the  settlement  of  his  accounts.  It  appears,  however, 
that  at  the  time  when  these  accounts  were  produced,  this 
item  was  objected  to,  and  in  fact  it  never  was  allowed. 
But  even  if  it  had,  I  should  have  felt  much  doubt  whether 
such  an  officer  could  exonerate  himself  by  a  payment, 
which,  at  the  time  he  made  it,  he  knew  to  be  illegaL 
What  the  defendant  did  was  equivalent  to  payment  to  a 
third  person,  of  money  which  he  knew  that  person  was  not 
entitled  to  demand.  On  these  points,  therefore,  I  think 
there  should  be  no  rule. 


In  Michaelmas  Term,  cause  was   shewn  against  the 
rule  obtained  by  Plati :   but  it  appeared,  on  the  read- 
ing of  the  report,  that  there  was  other  evidence  given, 
besides    the   accounts  of  Alston,  to    shew  the  receipt 
of  the  money  by  him.      It  was  proved  by  M'G^hey, 
the  plaintiff,  that  on  a  day  stated  a  cheque  was  given  to 
the  defendant  Alston,  who  was  then  the  paying  clerk, 
for  S80L;   and  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  house  of  the 
bankers  with  whom  the  vestry  kept  cash,  proved  that  on 
the  same  day  a  cheque  to  that  amount  was  paid,  and  that 
their  custom  was  to  return  the  cheques,  when  paid,  to  the 
paying  clerk.    The   cancelled  cheques  were  kept  in  a 
room  in  the  workhouse,  used  by  the  paying  clerk  as  an 
office  for  that  purpose.     Another  witness  proved,  that 
after  Alston's  dismissal,  he  applied  to  the  succeeding 
paying  clerk  for  an  inspection  of  the  cheques  he  had  in 
his  office ;  the  paying  clerk  handed  him  several  bundles, 
and  the  witness  looked  through  them,  without  finding 
the  cheque  in  question,  but  looked  at  no  other.    The 
paying  clerk  was  not  called,  and  secondary  evidence  of 
the  cheque  was  admitted.      No  notice  to  produce  the 
cheque  had  been  given  to  the  defendant. 
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Sir  F.  Pollock^  {Peacock  with  him),  shewed  cause. —  Eteh,  of  Pleas, 
The  point  on  which  the  rule  was  granted  does  not  arise, 
inasmuch  as  there  was,  independently  of  the  accounts, 
distinct  and  substantive  evidence  of  the  payment,  clearly 
sufficient  to  charge  the  surety,  provided  there  was  suffi- 
cient proof  of  search  for  the  cheque  to  let  in  second- 
ary evidence  of  its  contents.  No  notice  to  produce 
it  was  necessary,  because,  after  it  was  returned  from  the 
bankers,  it  never  was  in  the  pergonal  possession  of  the 
defendant,  but  only  deposited  in  his  office  with  the  other 
parish  papers.  It  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  Court  what 
constitutes  reasonable  evidence  of  search. — He  referred  to 
Biikop  of  Meaih  v.  Marqma  of  Winchester  (a).  [The 
Court  here  (i)  called  on  Plait  to  shew  that  there  was  not 
reasonable  evidence  to  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  Judge  that 
the  cheque  was  lost;  and  AldersoHf  B.,  referred  to  Rex  v. 
SUmrhridge  (c).] 

Plait,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  that  case,  the  parish 
chest,  which  had  been  searched,  was  the  proper  place  of 
deposit  for  the  missing  instrument ;  and  it  could  not  be 
produced  in  Court.  But  here  the  paying  clerk  might  have 
been  called,  to  state  whether  there  were  or  were  not  other 
cheques  in  his  office,  besides  those  which  he  produced  to 
the  witness.  Suppose  it  were  a  deed  in  the  hands  of  an 
attorney, — could  it  be  said  this  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
search  for  it?  lAlderson,  B.  referred  to  the  judgment  in 
Chilly  V.  Bishop  of  Exeier  (d).]  There  it  appeared  that 
the  party  searched  all  the  deeds  in  the  office;  but  here  he 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  195.  Gtargt,  8  B.  &  Cr.  560;  but  as 

(()  The  learned  counsel  had  the  Court  gave  no  opinion  on  this 

ttgued  also  that,  mider  the  dr-  point,  that  part  of  the  argument 

cumst&nces  of  the  case,  the  ac-  is  omitted. 

counts  lendered  by  the  prindpal  (c)  8  B.  &  Cr.  96;  2  Man.  & 

were  evidence  against  the  security,  R.  43. 

«nd  referred  to  the  judgment  of  (cQ  4  Bing.  298. 

l«ord  TtKitrdtn  in    Whiiwah  ?. 
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£Mft.  ii  Pkmi,  merely  looks  ibroogfa  those  #lnch  the  officer  prodooes. 

^    {_Alder9onf  B.-^In  ordinary  caees,  yoo  do  not  make  « 

M*Oabby     search  aa  for  stolen  goods,  but  assume,  until  the  oontrmry 

Alitom.      appears,  that  the  attorney  or  offieer  produces  all  the  do* 

cuments  referring  to  the  subject*] 

Parke^  B. — ^If  therd  was  sufficient  evidence  to  charge 
Alston  with  the  receipt  of  the  230L,  it  was  for  him  to  dis- 
charge hinisel£  A  piece  of  paper  is  given  to  him,  taken  to 
the  bankers,  returned,  and  deposited  in  the  proper  place 
of  deposit  for  parish  documents.  If  there  was  a  reaaon- 
able  search  there,  where  the  cheque  might  be  expected  to 
be  found,  secondary  evidence  of  its  content*  was  admis- 
sible. I  think  there  was  such  reasonable  search,  and  that 
the  evidence  therefore  was  admissible;  atid  being  ad- 
mitted, it  clearly  proved  the  receipt  of  the  830/.  On  the 
other  point  I  give  no  opinion :  the  only  difference  between 
this  case  and  the  others  which  have  been  decided  on  the 
question  as  to  the  accounts  of  the  principal  being  evidence 
against  the  surety,  is,  that  here  it  was  a  contemporaneous 
entry;  whether  that  makes  any  difference,  I  will  not  say* 

Alderson,  B. — The  Court  must  be  reasonably  satisfied 
that  due  diligence  has  been  used :  it  is  not  necessary  to 
negative  every  possibility — it  is  enough  to  negative  every 
reasonable  probability — of  anything  being  kept  back. 
The  evidence  must  be  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case ;  here  I  am  satisfied  there  was  reasonable  evi- 
dence to  let  in  the  secondary  proof. 

GuHKEY,  B.  concurred. 

Role  discharged. 
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Etdu  ^  Pkai, 

Thomas,  Executor*  v.  TbeHoooarable Edwards  (a). 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  the  plain-  in  an  aetidn  by 
tifir,  as  the  executor  of  one  Mary  Thomas,  deceased,  an  inH-  against  one  of 
keeper  at  Haverfordwest,  for  refreshments  supplied  by  her  of  .^^"SdiS 
to  voters  during  the  contested  election  for  the  county  of  aj »  cooteited 
Pembroke  in  the  year  1831.  At  the  trial  before  Patteson^  refreihmenta 
J.,  at  the  Pembrokeshire  Summer  Assizes,  1835,  It  ap-  tofwi,  which 
peared  that  the  defendant  had  acted  as  chairman  of  the  ^^J^  >"  ^*    ^ 

^  ^  ^  ordered  through 

committee  of  Mr.  Greville,  one  of  the  candidates  at  the  a  third  party, 

M. ;     Held 

election  in  question,  and  it  was  proved  that,  on  the  day  that  the  plain- 
previous  to  the  nomination  day,  a  person  named  Miller  had  i^^^^ 
ofiered  his  services  to  the  committee,  to  be  applied  in  any  co^^'  in  the 
way  they  thought  most  useful  for  the  cause.     On  the  fol-  that  M.  waa 
lowing  morning  Miller  attended  a  meeting  of  the  partisans  thedefendimt 
of  Mr.  Greville,  at  the  house  of  a  Mr.  Harvey,  the  agent  ■Jon*,  or  by  the 

"^  °  defendant  and 

of  Lord  Kensington,  the   father  of  the  defendant.     Oh  others,  to  give 
that  occasion.  Miller  was  informed  that  his  services  were  that  the  deien- 
to  be  used  in  the  regulation  of  public  houses  to  be  opened  Soying  m  *wai 
for  the  voters  of  their  party,  and  a  list  was  given  him  of  "ot  acting  as 
the  names  of  the  different  public  houses,  and  directions  other  perM>n; 
as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  refreshments  were  to  be  sup-  JJJ,  principal 
plied ;  and  pursuant  to  these  instructions,  Miller  opened  ^**'*"^^y  ^^^^  '*>• 
the  public  houses,  including  the  testatrix*s,  and  arranged  with  the  defen- 
ds to  the  items.     Miller  said  he  could  not  swear  that  the  and  that  it 
defendant  was  one  of  the  gentlemen  from  whom  he  re-  Jf^re^'^that** 
ceived  these  instructions,  or  that  the  defendant  was  pre-  **>«  plaintiff,  at 
sent  when  they  were  given,  but  after  they  had  been  given,  lidered  if.  ai 
on  the  same  morning,  he  saw  the  defendant,  who  said  to  ^^ct  o*„*** 
him,  «'  Miller,  if  you  hav6  any  difficulty  come  to  me.-   At  ^Jjj^^f^'^j^ 
a  subsequent  period  of  the  election,  a  difficulty  arose  as  in  fact  he' waa 
to  tickets  which  had  been  evaded,  of  which  Miller  told  Sed?  *"  ^ 

(a)  This  case  was  dedded  in     advertently  omitted  in  its  proper 
Hihury  Term,  1836,  but  was  in-     place. 
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if^fi^'^  the  defendant,  who  said, ''  Well,  we  must  stand  shot  for 
the  day."  It  was  proved  by  Mr.  Harvey,  who  acted  as 
clerk  to  the  committee,  that,  whenever  matters  of  finance 
were  discussed  in  the  committee,  Mr.  Greville  was  re- 
quested to  withdraw.  The  learned  Judge  told  the  jury 
that,  even  if  they  thought  that  the  defendant  was  one 
of  those  who  authorized  Miller  to  open  the  houses,  yet 
it  did  not  seem  to  him  that  he  would  be  personally  liable, 
unless  they  were  satisfied  that  the  defendant  meant  to 
pledge  his  personal  responsibility.  The  jury  having, 
under  this  direction,  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
E.  V.  Williams^  in  Michaelmas  Term  following,  obtained 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  this  amounted  to  a  misdirection  on 
the  part  of  the  learned  Judge. 

Against  this  rule  CAilion  shewed  cause,  and  JS.  V. 
WiUiatns  and  James  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule* 
The  Court  took  time  to  consider,  in  order  that  they  might 
have  an  opportunity  of  consulting  the  learned  Judge  as 
to  the  mode  in  which  he  had  left  the  question  to  the  jury, 
of  which  there  appeared  to  be  some  doubt.  The  judgment 
of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by — 

Parke,  B.  (After  stating  the  nature  of  the  action,  and 
the  facts,  his  Lordship  proceeded) :  — We  have  spoken  to 
the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  but  he  has  no 
distinct  recollection  as  to  the  way  in  which  he  left  the 
question  to  the  jury.  Under  these  circumstances,  the 
Court  think  it  better  that  the  case  should  go  down  again 
to  a  new  trial;  and  to  prevent  any  misapprehension,  they 
have  put  into  writing  the  questions  which  they  think  ought 
to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  The  plaintiff  must  prove 
that  there  was  an  express  contract,  or  a  contract  implied, 
between  the  defendant  and  his  testatrix,  to  pay  for  the 
meat  and  drink  supplied  by  her  to  the  voters.     The  bur- 
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then  of  proof  is  on  the  pUuntiff.    The  ftrat  question  wiH  Em*.  ^iMt, 
be,  whether  any  eoniraci  at  all  was  entered  into  by  any 
one  with  the  plaintiff's  testatrix?     If  she  supplied  the 
meat  and  drink  to  the  voters,  on  a  mere  speculation  that 
the  candidate,  or  some  other  person  interested  in   the 
election,  would,  as  a  matter  of  honour,  pay  for  them,  no 
contract  was  thereby  created  with  any  one;  but  if  she 
supplied  them  by  the  order  of  another,  looking  to  be  paid 
for  them  as  a  matter  of  right,  a  contract  would  be  implied. 
On  the  supposition  that  a  contract  was  entered  into,  the 
next  question  is,  with  whom  was  that  contract  made?   The 
voters  were  certainly  not  contracting  parties.    Miller,  the 
person  who  gave  the  order,  was,  prima  facie,  the  contract- 
ing  party  with  the  plaintiff's  testatrix ;  but  if  the  plaintiff 
shews  that  Miller  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  another  in 
giving  that  order,  the  principal  is  the  person  ordering,  in 
point  of  law,  and  therefore  the  contracting  party.     If, 
then,  it  is  proved  that  Miller  was  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant alone,  or  by  the  defendant  and  others,  to  give  the 
order,  and  that  the  defendant  himself  was  not  acting,  in 
so  employing  Miller,  as  agent  for  any  one  else,  then  the 
defendant  is  the  principal,  and  is  liable ;  whether  he  in- 
tended or  not  to  pledge  his  personal  responsibility,  he  is 
responsible,  if  he  be  a  principal,  and  he  is  so,  unless  he 
himself  be  agent  for  another.    The  same  consequence 
will  follow,  if  Miller  was  not  a  mere  agent,  but  acted 
jointly  with  the  defendant,  or  the  defendant  and  others, 
in  giving  the  order.     If  it  should  appear  that  the  testatrix 
considered  Miller  as  acting  on  behalf  of  the  candidate, 
and  trusted  him  by  supplying  goods  to  the  voters,  on  the 
supposition  that  he  was  authorissed  to  contract  on  his  be* 
half,  it  would  make  no  difference,  although  the  contract 
with  the  candidate  would  have  been  illegal :  for,  on  proof 
hy  the  plaintiff  that  Miller  was  not  so  authorized,  the 
plaintiff  would  establish  that  the  contract  was  not  with 
the  candidate,  though  the  testatrix  supposed  it  to  be; 
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Mach,  9f  Piftu,  aod  there  would,  therefore,  be  no  illegality  in  the  eon- 
'  traet  aeiually  made  ;  and  no  poliey  of  the  law  would  pre- 
Tbomam  vent  an  action  being  brought  upon  it.  If,  indeed,  the 
S]>wAaM.  n^at  and  drink  were  supplied  by  the  testatrix,  with  a 
piew  to  induce  the  electors  to  vote  for  a  particular  candl* 
date,  the  contract  actually  made  would  be  illegal ;  but  of 
this  there  was  no  sufficient  e?idence  in  this  case ;  and  if 
there  had  been,  such  a  defence  would  not  hare  been  ad- 
missible under  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit,  since  tiie  new 
rules.  In  addition  to  die  eases  of  Piel  v,  Hodgson^  and 
Railton  ▼.  Hodgson  (a),  cited  on  the  argument,  as  to  the 
liability  of  one  who  was  the  real  principal,  though  he  was 
believed  to  be  agent  for  another,  I  may  mention  a  dictum 
of  Lord  HoU,  (Holt,  809),  who  says,  if ''  A.  employs  B.  to 
work  for  C,  without  warrant  from  C,  A.  is  liable  to  pay 
for  it/' 

Rule  absolute. 
(a)  Stated  in  the  arfument  ia  Patenon  v.  Gandueqtd,  15  East,  67- 


END   OF   MICHAELMAS   TERM. 


KEPORTS    OF   CASES 
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m 

C6e  €nnvt$i  of  IBxtbtp^mtf 

AND 


RULE  OF  COURT, 
EXCHEQUER  OF  PLEAS,  Ktimy  Tiut,  7  VITill.  IV. 


"  XT  is  orderedi  that  from  and  after  the  last  day  of  the  EjccK  rf  PUas, 
present  Tenn»  no  rule  shall  be  drawn  up  for  setting  aside  v 
an  attachmenti  regularly  obtained  against  a  sheriff  for  not 
bringing  in  the  body^  or  for  staying  proceedings  regularly 
commenced  on  the  assignment  of  any  bail-bond,  unless  the 
application  for  such  rule  shaU,  if  made  on  the  part  of  the 
original  defendant,  be  grounded  on  an  affidavit  of  merits; 
or  if  made  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff,  or  baii^  or  any  officer 
of  the  sheriff,  be  grounded  upon  an  affidavit  shewing  that 
such  application  is  really  and  truly  made  on  the  part  of 
the  sheriff,  or  bail,  or  oflScer  of  the  sheriff,  as  the  case  may 
be,  at  his  or  their  own  expense,  and  for  his  and  their  own 
indemnity  only,  and  without  collusion  with  the  original 
defendant,  (a) 

**  Abinoer.  "  E.  H.  Alderson. 

*'  J.  Parke.  "  J.  Gurney." 

"  W.  BoiXAND. 

(a)  This  rule  ssumilstes  the     chequer  in  this  reipsct  to  thst  of 
practice   of  the  Court   of  Ex-     the  Court  of  King's  Bench:  see 


sao 
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1837. 


The  Court  re- 
fused to  grant 
a  rule  for  a  new 
trial  in  a  caie 
before  the  ahe- 
riff,  where  the 
damages  were 
under  5/.,  al- 
though the  evi- 
dence appeared 
to  shew  that  it 
was  one  of 
several  actions 
brought  by  dif- 
ferent plsintiffii 
against  the  same 
defendant  for 
aliquot  parts 
of  a  sum  of 
money  exceed- 
ing 5A,  which 
ought  to  have 
been  sued  for 
in  one  joint 
action  by  all 
those  plaintifik, 
bdng  due  under 
one  entire  con- 
tract by  the 
defendant  with 
I  all 


Williams  v.  Evans. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  work  and  labouri  and  wages  due 
to  the  plaintiff  as  a  boatmani  tried  before  the  under-sheriff 
of  Carnarvonshire,  when  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for 

Jervis  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  affidavits  stating 
that  the  plaintiff  was  one  of  a  boat's  crew  of  seven  men 
hired  by  the  defendant,  who  was  the  owner  of  a  steamer 
plying  from  Carnarvon  to  Liverpool,  at  wages  of  4JL  a 
week  for  the  whole  seven,  which  they  apportioned  among 
themselves  by  the  payment  of  il«.  6d.  a  week  each  to  six 
of  them,  and  11«.  a  week  to  the  seventh,  each  receiving 
the  latter  sum  in  turn ;  that  five  of  the  seven  had  brought 
actions  against  the  defendant  for  their  wages,  one  of  which 
had  been  tried  before  the  present,  and  a  verdict  found  for 
the  defendant ;  the  four  other  plaintiffs  having,  on  their 
cross-examination  as  witnesses  for  that  plaintiff,  admitted 
that  it  was  an  emplojrment  of  the  whole  crew  jointly.  He 
submitted,  that  as  the  other  actions  pending  were  in  fact 
identical  with  this,  it  should  be  considered  in  the  light  of 
a  single  action  for  the  wages  of  all  the  parties,  and  there* 
fore  the  rule  which  the  Court  had  laid  down,  not  (o  grant 
a  new  trial  before  the  sheriff  where  the  verdict  was  under 
fi/.,  ought  not  to  conclude  this  defendant. 

But,  per  Curiam. — The  rule  is  inflexible :  in  the  other 
actions  you  may  take  out  a  summons  before  a  Judge  to  re- 
scind the  order  to  try  before  the  sheriff. 

Rule  refused. 


R.  (K.B.)i  M.59  G.3|  2  B.  & 
Aid.  240.  There  had  been  con- 
tradictory decitions,  rendering  it 
doubtful  whether  that  rule  was 
adopted  into  the  practice  of  this 


Court:  see  Bimme  ▼.  Walker,2C. 
&  M.  338;  R.  ▼.  Sherif  of  Surrey, 
1  C.  M.  &  R.  681 ;  CaU  v.  Thel- 
wU,  ib.  780. 
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1837. 
Edwards  v.  Baoster.  ^ 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  work  and  labouri  in  cleaning  Assumpsit  for 
out  the  cesspools  of  certain  houses  belonging  to  the  de-  QQ^er  the  foi- 
fendant,  pursuant  to  the  following  agreement : —  mtnu-^^MrB. 

E.  agrees  with 

''  Mrs.  Edwards  agrees  with  Mr.  Bagster  to  cleanse  the  Mr.  B.  to 
cesspools  belonging  to  the  thirteen  houses  in  Shap-street|  ^"^p^i,  ^ 
well  and  thoroughly,  in  a  complete  manner,  for  8/.  &.  |J*s'2j^^"'*' 
Mrs.  E.  to  repair  any  damage  that  may  be  done  by  those  for  sl  2«.; 
she  employs,  and  Mr.  Hughe£s  reni-balance  to  be  deducted  takmct'to  be 
from  the  said  sum.  ISH^Z'^Z 

"  4th  October,  1886.  Ann  Edwards."      H.was  a  weekly 

tenant  to  the  de- 
fendant of  one 

The  defendant  pleaded,  firstj  non  assumpsit ;  secondly,  of  the  houses. 
a  tender  of  5/.  4«.,  on  which  issues  were  joined.  At  the  trial  wassign«d"in°^ 
before  Arabin.  Sent.,  at  the  SheriflTs  Court,  in  London,  it  *'»«  "]**?•  ^'^ 

'         '    '  '  '        one  of  toe 

appeared  that  the  Mr.  Hughes  mentioned  in  the  agreement  weeks  of  his 
was  the  plaintiflTs  son-in-law,  and  was  a  tenant  to  the  defend-  that  time  2^ 
ant  of  ope  of  the  thirteen  houses,  at  the  rent  of  6*.  per  w"  foTiS^t" 
week.    The  agreement  was  signed  in  the  middle  of  one  of  ^"^  "^^^^  ^^ 
the  weeks  of  his  tenancy,  and  at  that  time  the  amount  due  pieted,  another 
from  hinn  for  rent  was  9,1. ;  but  when  the  work  was  com-  be^rnVdue.  ' 
pleted,  another  week's  rent  had  become  due.     It  appeared  "^^^  ^."J«®»  f^ 
also  that  the  plaintiff  cleansed  out  twelve   only  of  the  expressed  an 
thirteen  cesspools.     It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  ^e^rMZ-tetoiM 
first,  that  Hughes's  "  rent-balance"  ought  to  be  calculated  "^JlJ^nl^J^g 
as  it  stood  at  the  time  when  the  work  was  done,  and  the  ^h«n  ^^ 
money  became  payable,  in  which  case  enough  had  been  signed,  and 
tendered  to  cover  the  rest  of  the  demand ;  and  secondly,  ha^l^I^j'two 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  thing  until  |°"^<*  icoord. 
the  whole  work  was  done  pursuant  to  the  agreement.  Court  refused 
The  learned  Serjeant  overruled  the  latter  objection ;  and 
with  regard  to  the  former,  he  was  of  opinion  that,  on  the 
proper  construction  of  the  agreement,  the  rent-balance 
was  to  be  taken  (o  be  the  balance  due  when  the  agreement 
VOL.  If.  Q  M*  w. 
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^^*- ^^'""i  was  signed  ;  and  under  his  direction  a  yerdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff  for  6s.  on  the  first  issue^  and  for  the  de- 
fendant (the  tender  having  been  proved)  on  the  second, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  him  on  the  first  issue  also. 

Addison  now  moved  to  enter  a  verdict  accordingly »  or 
for  a  new  trial.  It  did  not  appear  that  any  balance  was 
struck  in  respect  of  the  rent  when  the  agreement  was 
signed^  so  as  that  the  term  "  rent-balance*'  could  be  ap- 
plied to  that  time.  The  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the 
agreement  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  party 
signing  it.  It  must  have  been  known  to  both  parties  that 
the  rent  was  payable  weekly^  and  that  the  week  was  then 
running.  [Parke,  B. — If^  from  the  nature  of  the  work,  it 
must  have  been  contemplated  that  it  would  be  done  mihin 
the  week,  the  parties  must  have  meant  the  existing  rent- 
balance.]  Secondly^  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  any  thing  until  the  whole  work  was  done  according 
to  the  contract,  this  being  an  agreement  for  an  entire  sum 
for  the  whole  thirteen  houses ;  Sinclair  v.  Bowles  (a)  ; 
unless  the  objection  be  held  to  be  removed  by  the  tender. 

Parke,  B. — ^There  is  certainly  considerable  difficulty 
in  understanding  the  meaning  of  this  agreement ;  but,  on 
the  whole,  I  think  the  learned  Judge  was  right,  on  the 
ground  of  the  use  of  the  term  balance,  which  rather  means 
to  refer  to  the  existing  state  of  things  at  the  time  of  the 
agreement.  There  is  undoubtedly  considerable  obscurity 
about  it ;  therefore  I  think  you  are  not  entitled  to  a  rule. 
As  to  the  other  objection,  it  is  removed  by  the  plea  of 
tender. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  92 ;  4  Man.  &  Ry.  1. 
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1837. 

POOLB  r.  TUMBRIDGE.  '^*— *v— ^ 

ASSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  A  plea,  by  the 
bill  of  esishange  for  16/.  0«.  4e\d.     Plea — that  after  the  bill  of  exchange, 
making  of  the  promise  in  the  declaration  mentioned^  and  JJj'^^^'Ji^ 
afier  the  bill  of  exchange  became  due  and  payable,  and  •"d  ^^^^  ^« 

n    t  .  commencement 

before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.y  the  of  the  suit,  he 
defendant  was  ready  and  willing,  and  then  tendered  and  puintiffthe 
offered  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  16/.  0*.  6rf.,  being  J",'''J^',h  In!!* 
the  amount  of  the  said  bill,  together  with  interest  for  the  terest  from  the 
same  from  the  day  when  the  said  bill  became  due  to  the  due,  and  thTf 
day  of  the  tender  of  the  said  sum,  to  receive  which  of  the  fro^Se'th^''' 
defendant  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  refused;  and  the  de-  wA«"'Ae&ii/ 
fendant  further  saith,  that  he  hath  always,  according  to  been  ready  to 
his  said  promise,  from  the  time  when  the  said  bill  of  ex-  the  amount,'' 
change  became  due  and  payable,  been  ready  and  willing,  j^J^^^^^^ 
and  still  is  ready  and  willing,  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  -ffeUbadon 

ipecial  demur- 
amount  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange,  with  interest  afore*  rer. 

said;  and  the  defendant  now  brings  into  Court  the  sum  of 

16^  Of.  6dL  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  if  he  wiU 

accept  the  same.    Demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  a 

tender  after  the  day  of  payment  cannot  be  pleaded  to  an 

action  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange. 

Hwnfrejft  in  support,  of  the  demurrer. — Hume  v. 
Pephe  (a)  is  a  decisive  authority  that  this  plea  is  bad. 
Indeed,  the  plea  in  that  case  had  an  averment  which  is 
omitted  here,  namely,  that  the  sum  tendered  was  the  whole 
money  then  due  to  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  bill. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

R.  V.  Richards  to  support  the  plea. — It  must  be  pro- 
ductive of  great  inconvenience  and  hardship  if  the  holder 

(a)  8  East,  16?. 
q2 
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^^\^'^^'"'  is  held  entitled  to  recover  against  the  acceptor,  notwith- 
standing a  tender  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest 
after  the  day  of  payment.  The  holder  may  proceed 
against  the  acceptor  without  any  application  to  him  for 
pajrment ;  the  acceptor  may  not  know  where  to  find  the 
holder  when  the  bill  falls  due,  and  if  he  cannot  relieve 
himself  by  a  subsequent  tender,  he  is  placed  in  a  situation 
of  much  difficulty  and  hardship.  Hume  ▼.  Peploe  is  dis- 
tinguishable;  there  the  allegation  in  the  plea  was  only 
that  the  defendant  was  always  ready  to  pay /rom  the  time 
of  the  tender^  not  as,  in  this  case,  from  the  time  when  the 
bill  became  payable :  there  was  therefore  no  allegation  of 
touts  temps  prist,  which  was  expressly  decided  to  be 
necessary  in  a  plea  of  tender  in  Giles  v.  Hartis  (a),  and 
the  decision  proceeded  on  that  ground.  In  Johnson  ▼. 
Clay  (b),  in  covenant  for  rent,  a  tender  of  the  rent  after 
it  became  due,  and  pending  a  previous  action  of  debt  for 
the  same  rent,  was  held  good.  There  is  in  such  case  the 
same  strict  liability  to  pay  on  a  particular  day  as  in  this. 
In  that  case  Burroughs  J.,  says,  that  a  tender  always  admits 
the  cause  of  action,  and  only  goes  in  bar  of  dami^es. 

Humfrey,  in  reply. — Johnson  v.  Clay  is  not  law,  if  the 
report  be  correct  in  stating  that  the  Court  laid  it  down 
that  a  tender  admits  a  breach  of  the  contract.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  a  denial  of  any  cause  of  action,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant,  so  far  as  he  could,  has  performed  the 
contract. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea  is 
bad.  If  the  question  be  merely  whether  the  acceptor  can 
plead  a  tender  after  the  day  of  payment,  it  is  bad  on  the 
authority  of  Hume  v.  Peploe.  I  will  not  say  that  if  this 
case  arose — that  the  acceptor  went  on  the  day  the  bill 

(a)  I  Lord  Raym.  254.  {h)  7  Taunt.  486. 
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became  due  to  the  bouse  of  tbe  bolder,  for  tbe  purpose  of  ^ch.  o/PUa$, 

pajring  it,  and  could  not  find  him,  but  on  a  subsequent 

day,  when  he  found  him,  tendered  htm  the  money— I  am 

not  prepared  to  say  that  in  such  a  case  the  rules  of  law 

ought  to  be  pressed  so  far  as  to  render  the  party  liable  to 

an  action  tbe  next  day  after  the  bill  becomes  due,  and  not 

to  allow  him  to  plead  that  tender,  by  which  means  the 

proceedings  of  a  court  of  law  are  made  nothing  else  but 

machinery  to  increase  costs.     But  il  is  consistent  with  the 

present  plea  that  the  defendant  knew   where  the  holder 

lived,  but  did  not  take  the  pains  to  tender  him  the  money 

on  the  day  it  became  payable.     If  he  knows -where  the 

holder  is  to  be  founds  he  clearly  ought  to  go  and  pay  the 

debt.     Even,  therefore,  if  Hume  v.  Pephe  did  not  apply, 

the  plea  does  not  disclose  a  sufficient  defence. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  have  no 
doubt  this  plea  is  bad.  The  declaration  states  the  con- 
tract of  the  defendant  to  be,  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  bill 
on  the  day  it  became  due,  and  that  promise  is  admitted  by 
the  plea.  It  is  clearly  settled  that  an  indorsee  has  a  right 
of  action  against  the  acceptor  by  the  act  of  indorsement, 
without  giving  him  any  notice;  when  a  party  accepts  a  ne- 
gotiable bill,  he  binds  himself  to  pay  the  amount,  without 
notice,  to  whomsoever  may  happen  to  be  the  holder,  and 
on  the  precise  day  when  it  becomes  due;  if  he  places 
himself  in  a  situation  of  hardship  from  the  difficulty  of 
finding  out  the  holder,  it  is  his  own  fault.  It  is  also  clearly 
settled,  that  the  meaning  of  a  plea  of  tender  is,  that  the 
defendant  was  always  ready  to  perform  his  engagement 
according  to  the  nature  of  it,  and  did  perform  it  so  far  as 
he  was  able,  the  other  party  refusing  to  receive  the  money. 
Hume  V.  Peploe  is  a  decisive  authority  that  the  plea  must 
8tate«  not  only  that  the  defendant  was  ready  to  pay  on  the 
day  of  payment,  but  that  he  tendered  on  that  day.  This 
plea  does  not  so  state,  and  is  therefore  bad.     As  to  the 
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Exch.  of  Pieoi,  case  of  Johman  y.  Clay^  there  must  be  some  inaccuracy 
in  the  reportj  or  on  the  part  of  the  learned  Judges,  in 
their  description  of  the  plea  of  tender.  Nothing  can  dis- 
charge a  covenant  to  pay  on  a  certain  day  but  actual  pay- 
ment or  tender  on  that  day,  although,  if  the  party  after- 
wards chooses  to  receive  the  money»  that  may  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction.  The  Court  seem  also 
to  have  considered  a  subsequent  demand  and  refusal 
necessary  to  defeat  a  tender,  whereas  a  demand  and  refusal 
before  or  after  the  tender  equally  render  it  bad,  on  the 
principle  that  they  shew  that  the  party  was  not  always 
ready  to  pay. 


Boll  AND,  B.,  concurred. 


Judgment  for  the  plaintiffi 


The  piivilege 
of  an  attorney 
defendant  to  be 
sued  in  his  own 
Court,  is  not 
taken  away  by 
the  Uniformity 
of  Process  Act, 
2  Will.  4,  c.  39. 


Lewis  v.  Kerr. 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  against  drawer  of  a  bill  of 
exchange.  Plea — ^that  before  and  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  the  defendant  was,  and  hath  hitherto  been, 
and  stiU  is,  one  of  the  attorneys  of  the  Court  of  our  Lord 
the  King,  before  the  King  himself,  and  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid,  hath  prosecuted  and  defended,  and  stiU  doth 
prosecute  and  defend,  divers  suits  and  pleas  in  the  said 
Court,  for  divers  subjects  of  our  said  Lord  the  King,  as 
their  attorney:  and  that  he,  and  all  the  other  attorneys  of 
the  said  Court,  ought,  by  ancient  and  laudable  custom  of 
such  Court,  from  time  immemorial  used  and  approved  of 
according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  this  realm,  and  the 
liberties  and  privileges  of  the  said  Court,  to  be  free  and 
exempt  from  being  compelled  against  their  will,  and  have 
not  at  any  time  been  used  or  accustomed  to  be  compelled 
to  answer  any  plea  or  plaint  in  any  actions  personal,  (pleas 
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of  freehold^  felony,  and  appeal  only  excepted),  before  Etch,  of  pum, 
any  justice  or  minister  of  our  Lord  the  King,  or  any  Judge 
whatsoever,  except  before  the  Justices  of  our  said  Lord  the 
King^  before  the  King  himself:  and  that  he  is  not,  nor  ever 
was  an  attorney,  minbter,  or  officer  of  the  said  Court  here. 
Verification. — Demurrer  and  joinder: — the  ground  of  de- 
murrer stated  in  the  margin  being,  that,  though  the  de- 
fendant be  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  Khig's  Bench,  yet 
be  is  liable  to  be  sued  by  writ  of  summons  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  of  which  he  is  not  an  attorney  or  officer. 

Plaiif  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  plea  differs 
from  the  old  form  of  pleading  an  attorney's  privilege,  in 
not  stating  that  the  custom  is  to  be  sued  in  his  own  Court 
by  bill  exhibited.  And  the  proceeding  by  bill  being 
ab<Jished  by  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4, 
c.  39,  the  custom  is  also  at  an  end,  arid  the  privilege  is 
gone  with  it.  The  custom  was  to  be  sued  in  the  attorney's 
own  Court  by  a  particular  process ;  and  the  rule  being 
that  when  a  custom  is  pleaded,  the  whole  of  it  must  be 
taken  together,  and  an  essential  part  of  this  being  abrogated, 
the  whole  privilege  has  consequently  ceased.  The  object 
of  the  statute  was  to  place  attorneys  defendants  on  the 
sime  footing  with  the  rest  of  the  king's  subjects.  Wright  v. 
Skinner  (a). 

Batsiow,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  ABrNOER,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  nothing  in  the 
argument.  Suppose  the  plea  had  set  forth  the  ancient 
and  laudable  custom  of  being  sued  by  bill,  and  stated  that 
by  the  act  of  parliament  the  writ  of  summons  was  sub- 
stituted for  the  proceeding  by  bill ;  the  case  would  then 
have  admitted  of  no  doubt  whatever.    It  was  not  the  inten- 

(fl)  1  M.  &  W.  144, 
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Bxck.  qf  Phot,  tion  of  the  act  of  parliament  to  repeal,  by  a  sidewind,  any 
^  ancient  privilege;  for  instance,  it  does  not  take  away  the 
privilege  of  Parliament :  it  would  be  very  extraordinary  if 
it  did,  without  express  words.  The  object  was  only  to 
give,  in  lieu  of  the  ancient  process,  a  new  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding by  summons. 


Lewis 
Ksaa. 


Parke,  B. — I  entirely  concur.  The  effect  of  the  act 
was  merely  to  substitute  the  writ  of  summons  for  the  bill» 
leaving  the  privilege  of  an  attorney  exactly  the  same  as 
before. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (a). 

(a)  See  Dyer  v.  leoy,4  Dowl.  P.  C.  630;  Davidtony.  CkUman,  1  Bin;. 
N.  G.  297;  1  Scott,  117. 


By  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c  60, 
the  IS  Geo.  3, 
c78,  which 
g»Te  treble 
cottf  to  ptrtiee 
•ued  for  any- 
thing done  in 
pariuance  of 
the  act,  on  « 
■ontuit,  was 
repealed,  the 
new  act  giving, 
In  inch  caae, 
coats  only  as 
between  attor- 
ney and  client. 
A  plaintiff,  who 
ined  parish 
oiBcers  for  an 
act  done  under 
the  IS  Geo.  3, 
c  78,  became 
nonsuit  at  n 
trial  which  took 
iigmd  till  after; 


Charrinoton  r.  Meatherinoam  and  Another. 

XN  this  case^  [reported  ante,  p.  14S]i  it  having  been 
discovered,  after  the  former  rule  was  made  absolute, 
that  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  which  repealed  the  13 
Geo.  3|  c.  78,  did  not  come  into  operation  until  some 
days  after  the  trial  of  the  cause,  viz.  on  the  SOth  of  March, 
1836,  N.  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  the  former 
rule,  and  to  review  the  taxation,  on  the  ground  that  the 
right  to  treble  costs  became  vested  by  the  nonsuit, 
although  the  judgment  was  not  signed  until  after  the 
repeal  of  the  act  by  which  they  were  given. 

Mitter  and  Hurlstone  shewed  cause. — The  question  turns 
on  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  terms  of  the  IS 


place  before  the  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c  50,  came  into  operation,  bat  judgment  was  not 
;— A«U,  that  the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  treble  costs. 
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Gea  3,  c  78^  s.  81,  which  provides  that  actiona  for  acts  Exek,  of  Pka*, 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  act  shall  be  commenced  within  ^ 

three  calendar  months,  that  the  defendant  may  plead  the  Cbarbimotom 
general  issue,  and  give  that  act  and  the  special  matter  in  mbatherino- 
evidence,  and  that  if  the  plaintiflT  shall  become  nonsuit,         ^^^ 
the  defendant ''  shall  and  may  recover  treble  costs."    The 
costs  cannot  be  said  to  be  recovered  but  by  the  judgment 
The  trial  at  nisi  prius  is  for  the  purpose  of  informing  the 
Court  in  banc  on  the  facts,  in  order  that  the  Court  may 
afterwards,  upon  the  postea,  give  judgment  on  those  facts 
according  to  the  existing  law.    Here  it  appears  on  the 
postea  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  appear  to  prosecute  his 
suit ;  on  that  entry  the  Court  would  have  to  give  such 
judgment  as  was  warranted  by  the  then  existing  law.  The    . 
plaintiff's  default  is  a  mere  facig  which  being  recorded, 
and  returned  into  this  Court,  the  Court  gives  judgment  for 
the  defendant  to  recover  accordingly.    The  form  of  an 
entry  of  judgment  for  treble  costs  under  a  statute,  as  given 
by  Mr.  Tidd  (a),  is,  "  Therefore,  according  to  the  form 
of  the  statute,  &c.,  it  is  further  considered  by  the  same 
Court  here  that  the  said  C.  D.  do  recover  against  the  said 

A.  B.  the  sum  of L,  for  his  treble  costs  of  suit,"  &c.   , 

Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  died  after  verdict  and  before 
judgment ;  it  must  still  be  contended  on  the  other  side 
that  he  would  be  entitled  to  his  treble  costs.  MiUer^g 
case  (b)  is  strongly  in  point  to  shew  the  effect  of  a  repeal 
on  proceedings  begun  under  the  repealed  act  There  it 
was  held  that  an  an  insolvent  debtor,  who  had  signed  and 
sworn  to  his  schedule  under  the  act  of  1  Geo.  3,  nothing 
Yemaining  to  be  done  but  his  discharge,  could  not  be  dis- 
charged after  the  repeal  of  that  act  by  the  statute  of  the 
2  Geo.  S.  That  case  meets  the  argument  that  the  defend- 
ants acquired  their  right  to  the  treble  costs  by  the  non- 

(«)  Tidd'8  Formi,  391  (6th  ed.).  (b)  1  W.  BL  451. 
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^*^i  cSi7^'^'  '^^  ^^  ^  ^'  Maekenmie  {a\  it  was  beld>  that  where  an  act 
^  '  ->  of  pavliamenti  from  its  passing,  repealed  a  former  act  which 
eajtaRiwaTOH  odsted  clei^  from  a  certain  ofiencef  and  imposed  a  new 
ifBAVBSMvo;.  puDiAhfDent  on  the  offence  from  and  after  its  passingt  an 
ofiSmce  cowttitted  before  the  passing  of  the  new  act,  bwi 
not  tried  till  after^  could  not  be  dealt  with  under  either  of 
the  statutes^  If  the  doctrine  of  relation  were  applicable, 
it  would  have  applied  to  the  several  cases  in  which  acts 
of  bankruptcyi  or  tradings,  anterior  to  the  lime  when  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  took  effect,  hanre  been  held 
not  to  support  commisdons  iesned  after  that  time.  Maggs 
▼.  HwU  (i),  Suriees  r.  EUhon  (c),  PUUips  v.  Boptoood  (d). 
Worth  ▼•  Bmdd  (e).  In  several  of  those  caseto  the  prin* 
eiple  is  laid  down^  tlmt  whet  an  ael  of  parliament  is  re- 
pealed, it  must  be  considered,  except  as  to  ttransactioiia 
paiBt  and  closed,  as  if  it  bad  never  ezisled. 

JV.  Clarke,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  defendants  are 
not  driven  to  contend,  that  these  costs- are  a  debt  from  the 
time  of  the  nonsuit,  (which  is  the  question  in  cases  of 
bankruptcy),  but  only  that  they  have,  by  the  aonsuk,  am 
inchoate  right  to  them,  which  is  to  be  perfected  by  the 
judgment.  Public  officers,  to  whom  a  statute  gives  a 
pBOteetioo  for  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  it,  and  on  the 
faith  of  which-  they  do  those  acts,  are  not  to  be  depriTed 
of  that  protection  by  the  simple  repeal  of  the  statute. 
Suppose  an  action  were  now  brought  against  a  party  for 
an  act  done  during  the  existence  and  in.pursuaace  of  this 
statute ;  could  he  not  plead  the  general  issue,  and  give 
the  act  in  evidence  ?  If  not,  tliere  would  be  no  security 
£»»  public  officers ;  tbey  cannot  anticipate  that  the  act 
will  be  repealed,  and  the  protection  taken  away.     The 

(a)  Ru88.  &  Ry.  G.  G.  429.  {d)  10  B.  &  Or.  39 ;  6  M.  &  Ry. 

(6)  4  Bing.  212;  12  Moo.  35?.  15. 

(c)  9  B.  &  Cr.  760;  4  Man.  &  (e)  2B'.  &  Ad.  172. 
R.  586. 
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etaes  cited  on  the  other  side  are  not  applicable.     R.  t.  £mA*  VPIm$, 
Maekemne  was  not  the  case  of  a  statute  giving  a  protec-  ^ 

tioOy  bot  imposii^  a  punishment ;  and  would  be  an  autho-  c»AHKiM«Toa 
ritjr,  if  at  all,  that  the  whole  proceednigs  were  a  nullity.  MstfraBnuio- 
MGUef^s  eate  is  eqisally  inapplioabie^  there  was  there  no 
tested  right  or  privilege.     The  absence  of  any  provision 
in  this  and  oiber  similar  repeahng  acts,  for  the  protection 
of  acta  done  under  the  repealed  acts,  is  strong  to  shew 
that  the  legislature  considered  them  sufficiently  provided 
for  under  the  old  acts.     Thus«  the  Turnpike  Act,.  3  Greo. 
4,  c.  126,  which  repealed  the  former  acts,  contained  a 
clause   (s.  47),  exactly  similar  in  terms  to  that  now  in 
question,  applying  only  to  actions  for  acts  done  in  pursu- 
ance  of  that  act,  but  having  no  reference  to  acts  previously 
done.     The  same  is  the  case  in  the  Weights  and  Mea- 
swes'  Aet,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  6S,  s.  29^  and  the  new  High- 
way Act,  6  &  &  Will  4,  c.  50,  a.  109.     The  7  J«  1,  c.  5, 
wbkh  gaTe  justices  and  other  officers,  sued  for  any  act 
done  by  virtue  of  tbeir  office,  double  costs  in  case  of  non-> 
salt  OK  verdict  for  the  defendant,  continued   for  seven 
years  only,  but  was  afterwards  renewed  by  the  21  J.  1> 
c.  12,  which,  however,  contained  no  provision  for  continu- 
ing the  protection  as  to  acts  previously  done.     In  that 
case,  the  legislature  UMist  have  seen  the  necessity  of  con- 
tinuing the  protection  by  express  words,  unless  it  con^ 
tinued  without  them;  it  must,  therefore,  have  been  con- 
sidered that  a  protection  once  vested  survived  notwith- 
standing tife  repeal    So,  before  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  a 
constable  executing  a  justice's  warrant  was  liable  for  any 
defect  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justice.    That  statute  pro- 
vided that  he  should  not  be  liable,  unless  there  were  a 
demand  of  perusal  and  copy  of  the  warrant,  and  a  refusal 
to  comply  with  such  demand ;  but  there  is  no  clause  for 
the  protection  of  by-gone  acts,  notwithstanding  its  repeal: 
would  a  constable  then,  after  the  repeal  of  that  act^  be 
without  protection  for  an  act  done  during  its  continuance? 
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JBccA.  «f  Pkmt,  It  appears  a  strange  anomaly  to  say  that  the  defendants 

-    are  entitled  to  the  nonsuiti  but  not  to  its  consequences. 

Chakkimoton  [Parke,  B. — ^Are  there  not  some  cases  on  the  right  of  a 

Mbatbbbino-  party  to  prove  for  the  costs  of  a  nonsuit,  when  the  plain- 

''^^'        tiff  subsequently  becomes  bankrupt,  which  apply  to  this 

case  ?]     The  earlier  cases  were  in  favour  of  the  right  of 

proof  in  such  circumstances ;  Hurst  v.  Mead  (a)  ;  but  the 

later  authorities  have  been  against  it;  Ex parteCharlee  (6), 

Walker  v.  Barnes  (c),  Scott  v.  Ambrose  (d),  Biri  v.  Mo- 

reau  {e). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  a  subse- 
quent day  by 

Lord  Abinqbr,  C.  B. — The  Court,  upon  consideration, 
are  of  opinion  that  they  have  no  power  to  award  the 
treble  costs  in  this  case.  It  appears  to  us,  that  those 
costs  are  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty;  and  although  it  may 
be  true  that  the  party  may  retain  his  right  to  the  protect 
tion  afforded  him  by  the  repealed  statute^  it  does  not  fol- 
low the  same  principle  can  be  extended  to  a  penalty. 
The  statutes  which  give  costs  on  a  nonsuit  (f),  require 
judgment  of  the  term  to  be  given.  In  this  case,  the  trial 
took  place  before  the  act  of  the  8  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  was  re- 
pealed, and  therefore  the  defendant  was  clearly  entitled 
to  all  the  protection  which  the  law  afforded  him  at  that 
time.  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  what 
would  have  been  the  effect  of  a  repeal  of  the  statute  be- 
fore the  trial.    The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  6  T.  R.  365.  (e)  4  Bing.  57 ;  12  Moo.  226. 

ih)  14  East,  197.  (/)  23  Hen.  8,  c.  15;  4  Jsc.  1, 

(e)  5  Taunt.  778.  c.d. 
(J)  3  M.  &  SeL  326. 
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Ejek.  ^  Piios, 

1837. 

^ V ' 

Harding  r.  Stokes. 

In  this  case,  (reported  ante,  Tol.  1,  p.  354),  the  demurrer  Under  the 

having  been  withdrawn  by  leave  of  the  Court,  the  defend-  porttSon^cc,'^ 

ant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  cause  was  tried  before  ^f/^A^i 

AUerson,  B.,  at  the  last  Somersetshire  Assizes,  when  the  offence  of  «or- 

endence  was  to  the  following  effect  :~That  one  Wakefield,  u  complete' 

a  party  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election  of  councillors  for  Z^^^mST 

the  borough  of  Bristol,  under  the  Municipal  Corporation  Moepted,  and 

,  ,  ,  tn«  Toter  pro- 

Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  having  promised   his   vote  in  miiet  to  vote 

favour  of  certain  candidates,  the  defendant  came  to  him,  o^^roorrapt 
and  told  him,  that  if  he  would  vote  for  certain  other  candi-  coo^^»i- 

Uiough  he  nuj 

dates,  he  would  give  him  employment  in  hauling  stones  at  break  hu  pro- 
certain  weekly  wages.  Wakefield  answered,  that  it  was  never h^tL- 
a  good  oflTer,  but  that  the  difficulty  was  how  he  should  get  foJli'ft.^^bSt'* 

off  his  promise ;  that  he  would  consider  of  it,  and  would   ^^^^  *  bribe 

IS  offired,  but 

see  the  defendant  again  the  next  Friday.     No  further  not  accepted, 
communication,  however,  took  place  between  the  parties,  that^of ^«v 
and  Wakefield  eventually  voted  for  the  candidates  to  f*ff^SJ*J|j  *"* 
whom   he    had   originally   promised  his  vote.     On   this  jorjtofaj 
evidence,  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  it  did  not  wai  a  complete 
prove  a  corrupting  of  the  voter,  ns  charged  in  the  decla- 
ration, but  a  mere  offering  to  corrupt ^  which,  by  the  5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  54,  was  a  distinct  offence.     The 
learned  Judge  inclined  to  that  opinion,  but  declined,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  nonsuit,  and  left  the  case  to  the  jury 
on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses.    The  jury,  after  many 
hours'  deliberation,   being  unable  to  agree,   the  learned 
Judge  then  nonsuited  the  plaintiff*,  in  order  that,  if  the 
cause  should  come  down  again  for  trial,  the  question  of 
law  might  be  previously  determined  by  the  Court. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Erie  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  against  which 


agreement  or 
not. 
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Egeh.  ^PUat,  Butt  now  shewed  cause. — The  latter  clause  of  the  5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  54tf  provides  against  three  distinct 
offences : — First,  the  procuring  a  party  to  give,  or  forbear 
to  give,  his  vote ;  secondly,  the  corrupting  him  to  do  so  ; 
and  thirdly,  the  tiering  so  to  corrupt  him.  Thb  last  is  a 
new  offence,  not  to  be  found  in  the  old  Bribery  Act,  2  Geo. 
S,  c.  24.  If  the  latter  words  were  not  in  the  act,  it  may  be 
that  the  Court  would  hold  that  an  offer  to  corrupt  was 
evidence  of  an  actual  corrupting  within  the  meaning  of 
the  old  act ;  but  here  the  legislature  has  made  them  dis- 
tinct offences.  Corrupting,  undoubtedly,  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  that  the  voter  shall  give  or  forbear  to  give  his 
vote  accordingly ;  but  there  must  be  something  more  than 
a  mere  offer  of  a  bribe  ;  there  must  be  an  acceptance  of 
the  offer — an  actual  agreement  come  to,  to  vote  in  pur- 
suance of  it.  Here  every  thing  lay  in  ofier  merely ;  there 
was  a  proposition  to  the  voter,  not  assented  to  at  the  time, 
and  no  proof  of  any  subsequent  act  done  between  the 
parties.  Henshw  v.  Fawcett  (a)  is  no  authority  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff;  all  that  was  there  decided  was,  that  the 
receipt  of  the  bribe  made  the  offence  of  corrupting  com- 
plete, although  the  voter  afterwards  broke  his  promise, 
and  voted  the  other  way.  On  so  highly  penal  an  act  as 
this,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  make  out  a  case  clearly  and 
unequivocally  within  it.  [AUerson,  B. — The  difficulty  is, 
whether  this  was  not  a  question  for  the  jury.  If  I  had 
been  desired,  I  ought  certainly  to  have  left  it  to  the  jury. 
Parke,  B. — There  certainly  is  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  might  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  proposition  was 
assented  to,  or  the  contrary].  . 

Erie,  contri,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Parks,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
(a)  4  Nev.  &  M.  692;  3  Ad.  &  £.  61. 
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absolute ;  and  on  the  next  trial  the  question   will  be,  ****;^/'^' 
whether  this  was  an  offer  accepted  by  Wakefield,  in  which 
case  the  offence  of  corrupting  would  be  complete,  or 
whether  it  was  a  mere  offer  not  accepted,  in  which  case 
that  oflfence'will  not  have  been  committed*    The  act  of 
pariiament  oontemplaCes  three  descriptions  of  offences : — 
First,  that  of  procuring  the  party  to  give  his  vote  for  a 
particular  candidate — that  is,  when  he  votes  in  pursuance 
of  the  corrupt  agreement ;  secondly,  that  of  corrupting 
the  voter — where  the  bribe  is  offered  and  accepted,  an 
actual  agreement  is  made,  and  the  party  promises  to  act 
upon  it.     That  was  the  case  of  Henslow  v.  Fawceii,    In 
that  case  PattesoHt  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J.  ^  stated  it  as  their 
opinion,  that  the  fraud  of  the  voter  would  make  no  differ- 
ence in  the  offence — ^that  if  there  be  an  apparent  agree- 
ment, it  matters  not  whether  the  party  afterwards  actually 
gives,  or  intends  to  give,  his  vote  in  pursuance  of  the 
agreement  or  not.     Lord  Denman^  and  Liitledale,  J.,  gave 
no  opinion  on  that  point     I  certainly  think,  however,  that 
that  is  the  correct  doctrine,  and  therefore  that  if  it  be 
proved  that  there  was  an  agreement  to  vote  in  pursuance 
of  the  offer,  no  matter  whether  the  party  intended  to 
perform  it  or  not,  the  offence  of  corrupting  is  complete. 
Then  the  third  offence  is  a  new  one,  not  found  in  the  old 
Bribery  Act,  where  the  whole  that  appears  is  the  mere 
offer  of  a  bribe,  refused  on  the  other  side,  or  not  assented 
to  at  the  time.    Now  the  evidence  given  in  this  case  fnmy 
be  construed  to  prove  that  the  offer  was  accepted ;   if  the 
jury  shall  be  of  that  opinion,  the  ofience  of  corrupting  was 
complete ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  they  may  well  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  voter  had  not  made  up  his  mind, 
but  took  time  to  coniider  further  whether  he  would  accept 
the  offer:  in  that  case  the  offence  was  not  complete,  but  it 
was  a  mere  offer  to  corrupt,  within  the  third  clause  of  the 
act  of  parliament. 


S86 
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Exeh,  qf  Hetu, 
1837. 


BoLLAND,  B. — I  agree  that  it  ought  to  have  been  left 
to  the  juryj  on  this  eridence,  to  decide  whether  the  agree- 
ment was  complete. 

Aldbrson,  B. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  and  I  am 
glad  that  I  have  accomplished  the  object  I  had  in  view  in 
nonsuiting,  that  the  Judge,  on  another  trial,  will  have  the 
opportunity  of  knowing  what  is  the  law,  according  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court;  viz.  that  if  the  two  parties  have 
agreed,  the  one  to  offer,  the  other  to  accept,  the  hauling 
of  stones  as  the  condition  of  voting  for  particular  parties, 
the  offence  stated  in  the  declaration  is  complete ;  and  that 
whether  the  man  afterwards  votes  for  the  one  or  the  other 
party  is  immaterial.  I  certainly  think  there  was  abund- 
ance of  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  well  find  that 
it  was  only  an  offer,  not  accepted  at  the  time. 


GuRMEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Erie  applied  for  leave  to  add  a  count  alleging  an  offer 
to  corrupt,  but  the  Court  refused  to  allow  it. 


A  parish 
who  lupplin 
goodi  for  his 
own  profit  to 
an  indifidoal 
pauper,  is  not 
liable  to  the 
penalty  imposed 
by  the  55  Geo.  S, 
c.  137.  8. 6. 

QMm,  whe- 
ther that  clause 
ii  impliedly 
repealed  by  the 
4&  5  Will.  4, 
e.76,s.77. 


Henderson  and  Others  v.  Sherborne. 

Debt  for  a  penalty  of  100/.,  alleged  to  have  been  in- 
curred  under  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  187,  s.  6.  The  declaration 
stated,  that  the  defendant,  after  the  14th  day  of  August, 
18S4,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  Oct.,  1835,  was  an  assisUnt  over- 
seer  of  the  hamlet  of  Oldland,  in  the  parish  of  Bitton,  in 
the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  being  such  assistant  over- 
seer, did,  during  the  time  he  retained  such  appointment, 
in  his  own  name,  furnish  and  supply  for  his  own  profit, 
certain  goods,  to  wit,  one  coat,  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance  of  the  poor  of  and  in  the  said  hamlet,  for  which 
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the  defendant  was  appointed  such  assistant  overseer  as  B*ch.rfPfeat 
aforesaid,  not  having  received  any  certificate  from  any     ^-.-..^ — ^ 
justice  of  the  peace  permitting  and  sufTering  him  to  do    Hshdersom 
so,  whereby  the  defendant  forfeited  a  penalty  of  100/.,     Shbkbornb. 
&c    Plea — nunquam  indebitatus.      At  the  trial  before 
LUiledalef  J.,  at  the  last  Gloucestershire  Assizes,  it  was 
proved,  that  the  defendant,  being  the  assistant  overseer  of 
the  parish  of  Bitton,  and  the  vestry  having  made  an  order 
that  a  coat  should  be  given  to  one  of  the  paupers,  the 
defendant  supplied  him  with  an  old  coat  of  his  own,  and 
charged  and  was  allowed  for  it  in  his  accounts.     It  was 
objected,  on  the  authority  of  Proctor  v.  Mainwaring  (a), 
that  this  was  not  a  supply  of  ihe  poor,  within  the  meaiiing 
of  the  statute  ;  and  the  learned  Judge,  being  of  that  opi- 
nion, directed  a  nonsuit.     In  the  following  term,  Ludlow^ 
Seijt.,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial;  against  which 

Talfourdf  Serjt.,  and  Rm  V.  Richards^  now  shewed  cause. 
— It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Proctor  v. 
Maimoaringf  which  is  a  direct  decision  that  the  supply  of 
articles  by  an  overseer  to  an  individual  pauper  is  not 
within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute,  but  that  it  clearly 
points  to  a  contract  for  a  general  supply.  And  the  77th 
section  of  the  new  Poor  Law  Act,  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
which  prohibits,  under  a  penalty  of  5Z.,  the  supply- 
ing of  goods  by  a  parish  officer  by  way  of  relief  to  any 
person  in  the  parish,  appears  to  have  been  introduced  ex- 
pressly to  meet  such  a  case  as  the  present,  and  therefore 
to  recognise  the  decision  in  Proctor  v.  Mmnwaring  as 
having  put  the  proper  interpretation  on  the  former  act. 
And  if  that  decision  were  not  the  right  one,  the  effect  ' 
would  be  that  the  number  of  penalties  would  be  multiplied 
according  to  the  number  of  paupers  receiving  the  supply. 
It  is  true,  that  in  Pope  v.  Backhouse  (i),  a  supply  to  some 

(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  145.  (6)  8  Taunt.  239 ;  2  B.  Moore,  186. 

VOL.  II.  K  M.  W. 
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Bxeh.  rf  Pteoi,  of  tbe  poor  WES  Considered  within  the  statute ;'  hot  the 
1837* 

point  was  not  brought  directly  under  the  notice  of  the 

Court ;  the  only  question  mooted  being  whether  tbe  de- 
fendant was  liable,  having  furnished  the  articles,  which 
were  the  produce  of  his  own  hindi  to  the  poor,  at  a  fair 
market  price. 

LudlotD,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^It  cannot  be 
doubted  that  this  is  peculiarly  a  case  within  the  misclki^ 
intended  to  be  prevented  by  the  act  of  parliament  And 
the  question  comes  to  this, — whether  a  supply  by  an  over- 
seer to  any  number  of  the  poor  short  of  the  entire  body 
is  within  the  prohibition ;  for  no  distinction  can  be  taken 
between  a  supply  to  a  single  pauper,  and  to  any  given 
number  short  of  the  whole  :  the  words  must  either  be  con- 
strued to  mean,  a  supply  to  the  whole  body  of  the  poor« 
or  must  be  applicable  distributively.  The  object  of  tbe 
statute  is  not  only  to  prevent  abuse  of  the  parish  rates,  by 
officers  paying  into  their  own  hands,  but  also  to  secure  the 
poor  wholesome  provisions  and  proper  clothes ;  Statd^^ 
v.  Dodd{a),  Barber  v.  Waite(b),  That  object  is  plainly 
defeated,  although  not  so  extensively,  by  a  supply  to  a 
part  of  the  poor,  as  well  as  to  the  whole.  A  contract  Tor 
the  use  of  the  workhouse  could  not  apply  to  the  whole 
poor  of  the  parish,  since  only  certain  descriptions  of  poor 
were  to  be  relieved  in  ihe  workhouse.  Proctor  v.  Mah^^ 
waring  was  decided  merely  on  the  motion  for  a  rule  nisi  ; 
and  the  jury  had  found  also  that  the  pauper  had  Yolun-> 
tarily  agreed  to  take  tbe  articles  in  lieu  of  relief.  But 
Pope  V.  Backhouse  is  altogether  at  variance  with  thcit 
decision. 

As  to  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  77,  it  would  seem  to  ap. 
ply,  not  to  persons  in  office,  but  to   other  parties  coming 

(a)  1  Dowl.  &  R.  397.        if*)  1  Ad.  &  £U.  514 ;  3  Nev.  &  M.  611. 
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casually  in  contact  with  the  poor  (a).     But  if  it  does  apply  S'<^f'*  ofpteat, 
to  the  former  alao,  it  does  not  operate  as  a  reped  of  the 
55Geo.S,c«  137,  a.  6,  but  only  gives  a  cumulative  remedy. 
It  is  founded  rather  on  the  4fSnd  section  of  Gilbert's  Act, 
S2  Geo.  8,  c.  88. 

Lord  Abikoer,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  sufficient  doubt, 
on  the  words  of  the  first  act  of  parliament,  to  have  made 
roe  say  that  I  should  have  been  better  satisfied  If  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  had  granted  a  rule  in  the  case  of 
Proctor y.  Mainwaring;  yet  lam  very  far  from  being  pre- 
pared to  say,  that  that  decision  was  wrong.  The  principle 
adopted  by  Lord  Tenterden^  that  a  penal  law  ought  to  be 
construed  strictly,  is  not  only  a  sound  one,  but  the  only 
one  consistent  with  our  free  institutions.  The  interpreta- 
tion of  starutes  has  always,  in  modern  times,  been  highly 
favourable  to  the  personal  liberty  of  the  subject,  and  I 
hope  will  always  remain  so.  But  I  think  there  is  another 
ground  for  not  disturbing  this  nonsuit.  If  the  77th  section 
of  the  new  Poor  Law  Act  embraces  this  case,  I  do  not 
agree  that  it  does  not  amount  to  a  repeal  of  the  foi'mer 
enactment.  If  a  crime  be  created  by  statute,  with  a  given 
penalty,  and  be  afterwards  repeated  in  another  statute, 
with  a  lesser  penalty  attached  to  it,  I  cannot  say  that'  the 
party  ought  to  be  held  liable  to  both.  There  may,  no 
doubt,  be  two  remedies  for  the  same  act,  but  they  ttiust 
be  of  a  different  nature.  The  new  act,  then,  would  be  in 
efiect  a  repeal  of  the  former  penalty.  It  appears  to  me, 
thereforCj  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  in  enacting  this 
clause  of  the  Poor  Law  Act,  the  legislature  had  in  con- 
templation the  decision  in  Proctor  v.  Mainwaring^  and  ac- 
cordingly provided  forthe  particular  casc^,  and  annexed  to 
it  a  specific  penalty.    Under  these  circumstances,  although 

(a)  The  prohibition  of  the  55      extended   to    officers    appointed 
Geo.  3,  e.  1 37>  >•  6,  is»  by  the  4  &     under  that  act. 
5  Will  4,  c.76,  8.  51,  express!; 
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Henoerbom 

9. 

Sbbrbokmb. 


^^.^f^*  I  might  originally  have  entertained  some  doubt,  I  think 
^     it  right  to  adhere  to  the  decision  in  Proctor  ▼.  Main- 
waring. 

Parke,  B. — I  also  think  we  are  bound  by  the  case  of 
Proctor  ▼.  Maimoaringf  although,  if  I  had  to  form  an 
opinion  on  the  facts  of  that  case  for  the  first  time,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  that  I  should  have  quite  assented  to 
the  reasons  assigned  by  the  Court  for  their  judgment. 
But  after  that  decision,  I  think  we  should  be  bound  by  it; 
and  certainly  a  considerable  argument  arises  in  support  of 
it,  from  the  provision  found  in  the  77th  section  of  the 
Poor  Laws'  Amendment  Act :  that  appears  very  much  like 
a  legislative  recognition  of  the  propriety  of  the  decision 
on  the  former  statute. 


Boll  AND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  thuik  we 
are  bound  by  the  decision  in  Proctor  v.  Mainwaring^ 
whatever  my  opinion  might  have  been  upon  it  when  it 
arose. 


Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


demurrer  be 
deUyered  with- 
out a  marginal 
note  of  the 
matter  intended 
to  be  argued, 
the  Court  will 
aet  it  aside. 
But  it  is  suf- 
adentifitttste 


LiNDUs  V.  Pound. 

JL  HE  defendant  in  this  case  had  demurred  specially  to 
a  count  on  an  account  stated,  for  the  want  of  a  sufficient 
allegation  of  time,  (the  word  ''  then**  being  omitted  (a)) ; 
but  the  demurrer  was  delivered  without  any  marginal  note ; 
for  which  omission  Humfrey  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it 

that  the  pointi  intended  to  be  argued  are  those  stated  in  the  demurrer  itselC 


(a)  See  FerguMm  ?.  Mitchell,  2  CM.  Be  R.  687- 
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aside,  as  being  in  Tiolation  of  the  rule  of  H.  4  Will.  4,  Enk.  iff  PUat, 
No.  (2)  (a).  ^^'' 

Mantel  shewed  cause,  and  urged,  that  this  being  a  spe* 
cial  demurrer,  it  could  not  be  necessary  to  state  over  again 
in  die  margin  the  same  grounds  already  stated  in  the 
body  of  the  demurrer ;  and  said  that  Paiiesorit  J.,  had,  in 
several  instances,  overruled  a  similar  objection  at  cham- 
bers. 

Pauke,  B. — The  rule  of  court  directs,  that  in  the 
margin  of  every  demurrer  there  shall  be  a  note  of  the 
matter  of  law  intended  to  be  argued.  It  is  a  sound  prin- 
ciple of  construction  to  suppose  that  people  mean  what 
they  say.  You  should  have  stated  in  the  margin,  that  the 
points  intended  to  be  argued  were  those  stated  in  the 
demurrer  itself.  Taunton,  J.,  indeed,  doubted  whether 
this  was  suflScient,  but  the  Judges,  on  conference,  con* 
flidered  that  it  was. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  **  In  the  margin  of  every  with  a  frivoloiu  statement,  it  may 

demurrer,  before  it  is  Bigned  by  be  set  aside  as  irregular  by  the 

counsel,  some  matter  of  law  in-  Court  or  a  Judge,  and  leave  may 

tended  to  be  arguedshall  be  stated;  be  given  to  sign  judgment  as  for 

and  if  any  demurrer  shall  be  de-  want  of  a  plea." 
livered  without  such  statement,  or 


Roy  r.  Bristowe. 

XHE  declaration  in  this  case  contained  two  counts;  a  rule  to  ttffkt 
of  which  the  first  alleged,  that  one  E.  T.  was  the  owner  ^*nu^ofl  dt 
and  proprietor  of  divers,  to  wit,  eleven  shares  in  the  Man-  d»«ftion  «>»»t 

-^   .  -  b«  drawn  up 

Chester,  Bolton,  and    Bury  Canal  Navigation  Railway,  on  reading  the 

and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards  dealt  with  the  defendant,  onani^Bdavit 

as  the  agent  of  the  said  E.  T.,  authorized  by  him  to  sell  1^1^°^^"^^^ 

the  said  shares ;  and  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  ^  ^be  difl^nt 

counts. 
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Ejcck.  of  PUa^  with  tfae  defendant,  as  such  agent  of  the  said  E.  T.,  so 
*  authorized  by  hiniy  and  agreed  to  buy  the  said  eleven 
Roy  '  shares ;  that  the  defendant  undertook  and  promised  that 
BsifTowE.  he  was  then  authorized  by  the  said  E.  T.  to  sell  the  said 
shares,  yet  that  the  defendant  was  never  authorized  by 
£.  T.  to  make  sueh  contract,  and  E.  T.  refused  to  be 
bound  by  and  repudiated  the  same ;  by  reason  whereof 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  buying  other  shares  which 
he  would  have  bought,  and  of  making  profits  thereby,  &c. 
The  second  count  stated  that,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  agreed  to  buy 
of  him  eleven  shares  in  the  said  railway,  the  defendant 
undertook  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  cause  the  said 
shares  to  be  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  reasonable 
time;  and  alleged  that,  although  the  plaintiff  was  ready 
to  buy  the  shares,  and  accept  the  said  transfer,  the  de- 
fendant did  not  nor  would  cause  the  said  shares  to  be 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  but  therein  wholly  failed  and 
made  default,  &c. 

Cowling  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  strike  out  one  of 
these  counts,  as  being  joined  in  breach  of  the  rule  of  H. 
4  WilL  4,  No.  5 ;  citing  Jenkins  v.  Treloar  (a). 

Crompton  shewed  cause,  and  objected  that  the  rule  was 
not  properly  drawn  up ;  not  being  drawn  up  on  reading 
the  declaration,  or  any  aflSdavit  stating  the  nature  or 
effect  of  the  several  counts. 

CotcUngy  contra,  stated  that  the  rule  was  drawn  up  in 
the  same  form  as  in  JenUns  v.  Treloar;  but 

The  Court  held  that  it  was  not  in  the  proper  form,  and 
on  this  ground  the  rule  was  < 

Discharged. 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  1 6.    See  Price  ▼.  Morgan,  ante,  p.  53. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleait 

1837. 
Blundell  r.  Hanson.  ^-»-^,. — ^ 

XHE  plaintiff,  on  the  9th  of  January,  1837,  declared  in  A  declaration 

chief:  the  declaration  was  indorsed  to  plead  in  four  days,  „„  the  9th  of 

and  oji  the  same  day  the  plaintiff  demanded  a  plea.     On  Jor^"to*"i"e«i 

the  ISth  the  time  for  pleading  expired,  and  at  one  o'clock  in  four  dayi, 

on  the  14th  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  same  day  the 

I  plaintiff  de- 

P*®^*  manded  a  plea. 

The  plaintiff 

R.  V.  Richards  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  }X^^^^^ 
judgment  for  irregularity,  upon  the  authority  of  Kemp  v.  want  of  a  plea 

FuSOn  (a).  on  the  14th  :— 

Held,  that  the 
,  Judgment  waa- 

Jervts  shewed  cause. — It  does  not  appear  in  the  report  regular. 
of  Kemp  V.  Fyson^  when  the  demand  of  plea  was  given. 
If  it  was  given  on  the  day  when  the  time  for  pleading  ex- 
pired, the  practice  would  be  governed  by  the  rule  H.  T. 
2  Will.  4,  .«.  66  (&),  and  the  decision  would  be  correct  If 
otherwise,  the  Master,  upon  whose  certificate  that  decision 
was  founded,  must  be  mistaken,  and  the  case  cannot  be 
treated  as  authority.  The  defendant  contends  for  an  ad- 
ditional day ;  but  the  rule  H.  T.  S  Will.  4,  viii.,  expressly 
declares  that  the  time  shall  be  reckoned  exclusively  of  the 
first  day  and  inclusively  of  the  last  day,  according  to  which 
calculation  the  time  for  pleading  would  expire  on  the  13th,  • 
and  not  on  the  afternoon  of  the  14th,  as  the  defendant 
contends.  Kemp  v.  Fyson  has  not  been  recognised  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench. 

Richards^  contri. — The  defendant  relies  upon  the  case 
of  Kemp  V.  Fyson^  which  has  been  acted  upon  at  cham- 
bers. 

(a)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  266.  at  the  opening  of  the  office  in  the 

ih)  Which  provides,  that  **  judg-  afternoon  of  the  day  after  that  on 

ment  for  want  of  a  plea  after  de-  which  the  demand  was  made,  but 

mand  may,  in  all  cases,  be  signed  not  before." 
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£xeh.  of  PUat, 
1837. 


Parke,  B. — I  have  reason  to  believe  that  complaints 
have  been  made  of  the  decision  in  Kemp  v.  Fysom.  It 
proceeded  upon  the  certificate  of  Master  Walker,  who 
now  himself  doubts  its  accuracy.  We  must  be  governed 
by  the  rule  of  court,  but,  as  the  defendant  acted  upon 
Kenip  v.  Fysonj  the  rule  will  be  discharged  without  costs. 


Aldekson,  B.— I  have  felt  myself  bound  at  chambers 
by  the  decision  in  Kemp  v.  Fyson,  but  I  have  not  ap- 
proved of  it. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Duncan  t^.  Cafe. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.  Plea — non 
assumpsit.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at 
the  London  Sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  a  deposit  which  had  been  paid  to  the  defendant,  an 
auctioneer,  on  the  sale  of  a  certain  leasehold  estate,  at 
which  the  plaintiff  was  the  highest  bidder,  and  was  de- 
clared the  purchaser,  the  vendor  not  having  made  a  good 
title.  The  property  in  question  had  belonged  to  a  person 
of  the  name  of  Adams,  who  had  died  intestate,  and  no 
administration  had  ever  been  taken  out  to  his  effects.  The 
plaintiff  acted  as  the  attorney  of  a  person  named  Griffin, 
who  claimed  the  property,  and  one  Hayward,  an  attorney, 
represented  the  interest  of  the  intestate's  estate.  Pro- 
ceedings in  ejectment  had  been  depending  between  Adams 


All  matters 
in  diSerence 
between  G. 
and  H.  were 
referred,  by  a 
Judge*!  order, 
to  arbitration, 
and  an  agree- 
ment of  refer- 
ence was  en- 
tered into 
between  tbem» 
in  which  H. 
was  described 
as  the  adminis- 
uator  of  A.,  lo 
whom  certain 
leasehold  pre- 
mises, the  right 
to  which  was 
in  d'lspute,  had 
belonged.  The 
arbitrator  di- 
rected the  pre- 
mises to  be 
sold  by  an 
auctioneer, 
who«e  appoint- 
ment was  assented  to  by  both  parties.  6.*8  attorney,  who,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  was  aware  that 
H.  had  not  taken  out  administration,  became  the  purchaser,  and  paid  a  deposit  to  the  auctioneer, 
it  being  understood,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  that  H.  would  take  out  administration.  H.,  however, 
afterwards  refused  to  do  so,  and  a  good  title  was  not  made  out: — Heldf  that  the  purchaser  was 
entitled  to  recover  bis  deposit  from  the  auctioneer,  without  notice  of  the  contract  having  been 
rescinded. 
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and  Griffin,  and  on  the  14th  of  February,  1832,  by  an  ^J^/*^' 
order  of  Parker  B.,  the  matters  in  difference  between 
Griffin  and  Hay  ward  were  referred  to  arbitration,  and  the 
order  directed  that  Hay  ward  should  take  out  administra* 
tion.  An  agreement  of  reference  was  then  entered  into 
and  executed,  in  which  Hayward  was  described  as  the 
administrator  of  Adams*  The  arbitrator  awarded,  that 
the  premises  should  be  forthwith  sold  by  the  defendant, 
an  auctioneer,  appointed  with  the  sanction  of  both  parties. 
At  the  sale,  Hayward,  in  the  first  instance,  became  the 
highest  bidder,  but  he  not  having  paid  the  deposit,  the 
property  was  again  put  up  for  sale,  when  the  plaintiff 
became  the  purchaserj  and  paid  the  deposit.  Hayward 
afterwards  refused  to  take  out  administration,  and  a  good 
title  was  not  made  out.  It  was  proved  that  one  of  the 
tenants  of  the  premises  had  paid  an  acknowledgment  to 
the  plaintiff  as  landlord.  The  defendant  contended,  first, 
that  the  action  having  been  brought  without  any  notice 
of  the  contract  having  been  rescinded,  it  could  not  be 
maintained :  it  was  objected,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  aware  of  the  defect  of  title  when  he  bid  for  and 
became  the  purchaser  of  the  premises ;  and  thirdly,  that 
there  having  been  an  attornment  by  one  of  the  tenants  to 
the  plaintiff,  it  was  tantamount  to  possession  of  the  pre- 
mises ;  and  that  after  that  the  contract  could  not  be  re- 
scinded. The  Lord  Chief  Baron  overruled  the  objec- 
tions, giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  non- 
suit; and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  da- 
mages 87/.  10«.,  the  amount  of  the  deposit. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleii  now  moved  accordingly. — ^First,  the 
deposit  having  been  received  by  the  defendant  with  the 
authority  of  both  parties,  he  became  a  stakeholder  for 
them,  and  no  action  was  maintainable  until  notice  had 
been  given  that  the  contract  was  rescinded.  Secondly,  it 
having  been  proved  that  an  acknowledgment  had  been 
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jBxcA.  rf  PUat,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  by  one  of  the  tenants  of  the  premiaes, 
that  was  equivalent  to  taking  possession  of  the  estate,  and 
where  that  has  happeoedy  the  contract  cannot  be  rescinded, 
because  the  parties  cannot  be  placed  in  statu  quo ;  Htmi 
T.  Sili  {a).  And  tbe  same  doctrine  prevails  in  courts  of 
equity.  [Parke,  B. — ^Do  you  say  that  the  purchaser  is 
bound  to  take  the  estate  with  the  title  as  it  is  ?]  He  may 
not  be  bound  to  do  so,  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  deposit 
after  he  has  taken  possession.  iParie^  B« — How  is  the 
contract  altered  by  his  taking  possession  ?  We  must  deal 
with  this  as  a  legal  question.  This  is  not  a  case  of  the 
yescioding  of  a  contract,  but  it  ii|  a  case  where  the  defen- 
dant, an  auctioneer,  receives  a  deposit,  to  be  paid  over  in 
one  event  to  one  party,  and  in  another  event  to  the  other 
party;  that  event  is  the  completing  of  a  good  title.  He 
is  to  pay  tbe  money  to  the  vendor,  if  a  good  title  is  made 
out;  if  not,  then  he  is  to  pay  it  to  the  vendee.  The  only 
question  is,  has  that  event  happened  ?]  This  is  different 
from  the  ordinary  case,  because  here  the  plaintiff  was 
aware  of  Hayward's  not  having  taken  out  administration 
at  the  time  he  agreed  to  purchase  the  property,  and  has 
no  right,  therefore,  to  complain  of  that  defect ;  here,  he 
knew  of  the  defect,  and  authorized  the  sale.  [Lord  Abm- 
ger,  C.  B.-— AU  parties,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  relied 
upon  Hayward*s  taking  out  administration,  and  complet- 
ing the  title.]  Still,  he  authorizes  the  defendant  to  receive 
the  money  with  a  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  title. 

Lord  Abingsr,  C.  B. — This  case  depends  on  its  own 
circumstances.  It  appeared,  from  the  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  was  an  auctioneer 
who  held  a  sum  of  money  which  bad  been  paid  to  him  on 
a  purchase,  where  the  title  had  not  been  completed.  It 
was  objected  at  the  trial,  that  he  ought  to  have  had  notice 

(a)  5  East,  449. 


HILARY  T£RM,  7  WILL.  IV.  2'Vl 

of  the  contract's  having  been  rescinded,  and  I  was  in-  Sxch.  nf  Pieus, 

.  ■  1837  r'. 

cfined  ,to  nonsuit  on  this  ground ;  but  the  defendant  proved  ^  '  ^ 

that  be  was  something  more  than  an  auctioneer,  and  it  Duncan 
seemed  to  me  that  he  was  a  stakeholder*  That  being  the  cafb. 
case,  I  thought  be  was  not  entitled  to  notice.  All  the 
parties  had  a  full  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  title,  and 
the  money  was  paid  upon  the  understanding  that  a  certain 
act  would  be  done,  which  would  remedy  it.  It  was  his 
duty  to  ascertain  whether  that  stipulation  had  been  per- 
formed. If  the  defendant  had  held  the  money  simply  as 
an  auctioneer,  he  might,  perhaps,  have  been  entitled  to 
notice ;  but  I  think  he  must  be  taken  to  be  a  stakeholder, 
and  that  the  phintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  without  notice^ 

Parke,  B. — It  seems  to  me,  that  this  is  the  common 
case  of  a  sale  by  auction,  where  the  defendant  is  a  stake- 
holder, and  where  the  payment  of  the  depbsit  depends 
open  one  event, — that  of  a  good  title  being  made  out.  If  a 
good  title  is  not  made  out,  then  he  is  to  pay  it  over  to  the 
vendee.  That  event  has  happened  in  this  case,  and  the 
vendee  became  entitled  to  his  deposit,  because  the  title 
was  not  eompleted.  According  to  strict  law,  the  defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  notice  (a). 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
{a)  See  Gray  v.  GuUeridge,  1  Man.  &  Ry.  614. 
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Exeh,  of  Pieas, 
1837. 


Where  a  pany 
bad  purcbatcd, 
by  a  Terbal 
contract,  a 
growing  crop 
of  grass,  with 
liberty  to  go 
on  the  dose 
wberebd  it 
grew,  for  the 
purpoie  of 
cutting  and 
carrying  it 
away : — Held, 
that  he  could 
not  maintain 
trespasa  against 
the  seller  for 
talcing  away 
his  horse  and 
cart  from  the 
dose,  which  he 
had  brought 
there  for  the 
purpoae  of  car- 
rying away  the 
grass;  for  that 
this  was,  in 
substance,  an 
action  charging 
the  defendant 
on  the  contract, 
within  s.  4  of 
the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

A  contract 
lor  the  sale  of 
an  interest  in 
land,  without  a 
note  in  writing, 
may  operate  as 
a  lieetuefUo  as 
to  excuse  the 
entry  of  the 
purchaser  on 
the  land,  but 
it  cannot  be 
made  available 
in  any  way  as 
acmtraei* 


Carrinoton  v.  Roots. 

X  RESPASS  for  seizing  and  impounding  a  horse  and 
cart  of  the  plaintiflTs.     Plea — ^tfaat  at  the  time  when,  &c* 
the  defendant  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  close, 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St*  John's, 
Hampsteady  and  was  also  possessed  of  a  certain  crop  of 
grass  there  then  growing  and  bdng ;  and  that  because  the 
horse  and  cart  were  wrongfully  incumbering  the  close,  and 
doing  damage  there,  he  took  and  distrained  the  same,  &c. 
There  was  another  plea  similar  to  this,  except  that   it 
alleged  that  the  defendant  seized  the  horse  and  cart  for 
the  purpose  of  removing  and  canning  away  the  cart  from 
the  said  close.    Replication^  that  before  the  said  thne 
when,  &C.9  and  while  the  said  close  and  crop  of  grass  were 
the  close  and  grass  of  the  defendant,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the 
defendant  agreed  to  sell,  and  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  agreed  to  buy,  and  bought  of  the  defendant, 
the  said  crop  of  grass,  at  and  for  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  at 
the  rate  of  0/.  10s.  per  acre  for  each  acre  of  the  said  grass, 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  cut  the  said  grass,  and  take 
the  same  from  the  said  close  when  fit  to  be  cut  and  taken, 
and  for  that  purpose  to  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  close 
with  his  horse  and  cart ;  by  virtue  of  which  agreement  the 
plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  entered  into  the  pes* 
session  of  the  said  crop  of  grass,  and  became  and  con- 
tinued possessed  thereof  until  the  defendant,  before  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  wrongfully  took  possession  of  a  part 
of  the  said  crop  without  the  plaintiff's  consent ;  and  that 
the  said  crop  of  grass  was  fit  to  be  cut  and  taken,  and  the 
plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  and  taking  away  the 
said  grass,  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  brought  his 
said  horse  and  cart  into  the  said  close,  and  upon  the  said 
crop  of  grass  therein ;  wherefore  the  defendant  committed 
the  trespass  of  his  own  wrong,  &c.    There  was  a  similar 
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replication   to  the  other  plea.    The  defendant,  by  his  Bxek.  rfPUtu, 
rejoinder,  denied  that  he  agreed  to  sell,  or  sold,  or  that  the     s,...,^..!../ 
plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  or  bought,  the  grass,  with  liberty  to    Carrinoton 
him  to  cut  or  take  it,  or  to  enter  into  or  upon  the  close        Room 
with  his  horse  and  cart ;  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Gurney^  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it  appeared  that  in  May  last  the 
plaintiff  had  Terbally  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  buy  of 
him  a  crop  of  grass  growing  in  a  field  of  four  acres 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  near  Hampstead,  at  the  price 
of  SL  \0s.  per  acre,  to  be  cleared  by  the  end  of  September. 
One  of  the  terms  of  the  bargain  was  stated  to  be,  that 
half  the  price  should  be  paid  down  before  the  plaintiff  cut 
any  of  the  grass;  and  the  plaintiff  not  having  paid  this 
money,  the  defendant  turned  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  cart 
out  of  the  field,  and  prevented  him  from  cutting  or  carry- 
ing away  the  grass,  which  was  the  trespass  complained  of. 
For  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that,  whether  this  were 
to  be  considered  as  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land  or  of 
goods,  the  action  was  not  maintainable,  for  want  of  a  me- 
morandum in  writing  of  the  contract :  and  that  if  it  were 
to  be  deemed,  as  stated  on  the  record,  to  be  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  goods,  there  was  a  variance  between  the  de- 
claration  and  the  evidence ;  for  that  the  latter  shewed  it  to 
be  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land.  The  learned  Judge 
reserved  the  points,  and  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a 
verdict, 

J.  Greenwood^  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtamed  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  nonsuit,  against  which 

Erie  and  ChancUess  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  is  not 
the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  chattel,  so  as  to  render  a  memoran- 
dum in  writing  requisite  under  the  17th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  but  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an 
mterest  in  land,  within  the  4th  section.    And  although. 
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Bxeh,  €f  Pleat,  if  this  were  an  action  brought  for  the  purpose  of  directlj 
^     enforcing  the  contraci«  a  memorandum  in  writing  would 

Carrinoton  equally  be  requisite  under  the  4th  section,  that  is  not  so 
RooTi.  in  the  present  case^  which  is  an  action  of  trespass,  founded 
on  the  plaintrflr*s  possession  of  the  close,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  wrongful  seizure  of  his  horse  and  cart 
The  language  of  the  fourth  and  of  the  seventeenth  sections 
differs  materially.  The  latter  expressly  makes  the  contract 
itself  void ;  but  the  former  only  declares  that  no  action 
shall  be  brought  to  charge  the  defendant  on  the  contract 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  has  a  right  to  avail  himself  of  the 
contract  in  fact  made  between  him  and  the  defendant,  for 
any  collateral  purpose-^such  as  to  repel  a  trespass  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant' — although  he  is  precluded  from 
bringing  any  action  directly  to  enforce  it  This  appears 
to  be  the  construction  put  upon  the  statute  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough,  in  Crosby  v.  Wadsfoorth  (a),  where  he  says — 
*'  The  statute  does  not  expressly  and  hnmediately  vacate 
such  contracts  if  made  by  parol ;  it  only  precludes  the 
bringing  of  actions  to  enforce  them,  by  charging  the  con- 
tracting party  or  his  representatives  on  the  ground  of  such 
contract,  or  of  some  supposed  breach  thereof;  which  de- 
scription of  action  does  not  properly  apply  to  the  one  now 
brought,  viz. — a  mere  action  of  trespass,  complaining  of  an 
injury  to  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  however  acquired, 
by  contract  or  otherwise.'*  So,  in  Teal  v.  Auty  [b),  where 
the  defendants  were  sued  for  the  price  of  some  growing 
trees,  which  they  had  purchased,  cut  down,  and  carried 
away,  and  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  for  want  of  produc- 
ing a  proper  written  memorandum  of  the  contract,  it  is 
said  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court — **  If  an  action  had  been 
brought  to  enforce  such  a  contract  (for  the  purchase  of  an 
interest  in  land),  the  objection  that  the  memorandum  attest- 
ing it  was  not  signed  by  the  parties,  and  stamped,  would 

(a)  6  East,  61 1.  (6)  2  Brod.  &  B.  99. 
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have  been  well  founded ;  here,  however^  the  agreement  Bxeh.  ^  PUm», 
was  executed.     We  need  not  refer  to  a  variety  of  cases  ^ 

where,  upon  an  executed  agreement,  the  party  has  been  Carrinoton 
entitled  to  recover,  although  he  could  never  have  prevailed  roots. 
had  the  contract  been  contested  before  it  was  executed." 
The  construction  which  has  been  put  upon  other  statutes 
expressed  in  similar  words,  furnishes  an  analogy  strongly 
applicable  to  this  case.  Thus,  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
21  J.  1,  c.  16,  8.  3,  enacts  that  all  actions  on  the  case, 
except  slander,  shall  be  commenced  and  sued  within  six 
years  after  the  cause  of  action,  and  not  after :  yet  it  is 
necessary  to  take  advantage  of  the  statute  by  pleading 
it;  and  that  the  statute  does  not  altogether  defeat  the 
debt,  but  only  takes  away  the  remedy  by  action,  is  clear 
from  the  circumstance  that  a  lien  may  exist  for  a  debt  to 
which  the  statute  applies.  Again,  the  act  for  the  prevent 
tion  of  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors  in  small  quantities, 
S4Geo.  3,  c  40,  enacts,  that  no  person  ^Aaff  maintain  any 
action  where  the  debt  has  not  been  contracted  at  one  time 
to  the  amount  of  S0«. ;  but  it  has  been  distinctly  decided 
that  the  debt  is  not  therefore  void,  but  that  money 
paid  generally  by  the  debtor  may  be  appropriated  to  the 
discharge  of  a  debt  contracted  in  violation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  statute ;  Crmckshanks  v.  Rose  (a).  In  like 
manner  the  trespass — the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  actual 
possession — being  the  substantial  ground  of  action  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  contract  being  introduced  only  inci* 
dentally  and  collaterally,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  being 
enforced  as  a  contract,  the  prohibition  of  the  statute  does 
not  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  recovering,  if  this  be  the 
case  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  and  so 
within  the  4th  section.  Then,  is  it  such  a  contract  ?  It  is 
submitted  that  it  clearly  is.  It  is  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  a  growing  crop  of  grass,  made  before  it  is  in  a  state 

(a)  M.  &  Rob.  100.    And  see  PkUpott  t.  Jonet,  2  Ad.  &  Ell.  41. 
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£««*•  rf^^iMit  to  be  cut  and  carried  away :  not  a  sale  of  grass  already 
-     severed^  or  to  be  severed  by  the  seller.     The  plaintiff  is 

Carrinotov  to  cut  it|  and  to  have  the  use  of  the  land  for  the  purpose. 
Roots.  The  distinction  established  by  the  authorities  is  between 
things  which  would  be  emblements,  which  are  to  be  con« 
sidered  as  chattels,  whereas  those  which  would  not  be 
emblements  are  considered  to  be  interests  in  land,  as  parts 
of  the  inheritance ;  Evans  v.  Roberts  (a).  Thus,  the  sale 
of  growing  underwood,  to  be  cut  by  the  purchaser,  has 
been  held  to  confer  an  interest  in  land ;  ScoreU  v. 
BoxaU  (6).  Smith  v.  Surman  (c)  is  distinguishable :  there 
the  contract  was  for  the  timber  of  growing  trees  at  so 
much  a  foot,  i.  e.  for  the  produce  of  the  trees  when  they 
should  be  severed,  not  for  the  growing  trees  themselves. 
Wherever  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract  is  any  thing 
which  has  constituted  a  part  of  the  inheritance,  and  has 
not  been  severed  from  it  by  the  act  of  the  tenant,  it  is  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land.  That  principle 
clearly  comprehends  the  present  case. 

Greenwood^  contra. — ^First,  this  action  cannot  be  main* 
tained,  for  want  of  a  written  memorandum  of  the  contract. 
Admitting  that  this  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  in* 
terest  in  land,  it  is  avoided  by  the  statute  ;  or  at  all  events, 
this  is  in  substance  an  action  for  the  enforcement  of  that 
contract,  and  therefore  directly  within  the  prohibition.  It 
is  true  that  the  4th  &  17th  sections  are  expressed  in  dif- 
ferent terms ;  but  it  is  evident  that  the  legislature  could 
not  have  intended  to  make  a  different  provision  in  the  two 
cases :  and  the  ordinary  inference  which  would  arise  from 
the  discrepancy  of  language,  is  much  weaker  than  it  would 
be  if  the  two  provisions  were  in  juxtaposition,  instead  of 
being  disjoined  by  a  great  variety  of  other  matters.  The 
act  is  throughout  very  irregularly  framed :  but  the  object 

(a)  5  B. «(  C.  829.        (6)  1  Y.  &  J.  396.        (c)  9  B.  &  Cr.  561 . 
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of  the  legislature  clearly  was^  to  require  written  evidence   Exeh.  of  PUot, 

in  both  of  these  eases;  and  in  each,  the  meaning  of  the     v ^ 

statute  is  that  a  parol  contract  shall  be  invalid  for  all  pur-  Carrinotom 
poses.  It  is  admitted  that  there  is  no  remedy  on  the  con-  roots. 
tract;  if  so,  how  can  it  confer  any  right?  The  language 
used  by  the  judges  in  the  different  cases  shews  that  tliis 
is  the  recognised  interpretation  put  upon  the  statute: 
Ckater  y.  Beeket  (a\  Thomas  v.  Williams  (ft).  The  con- 
struction put  upon  the  other  statutes  referred  to  on  the 
other  side^  does  not  furnish  the  analogy  which  is  contend- 
ed for.  It  is  true  that  a  lien  is  not  barred  by  the  Statute 
of  Limitations :  but  on  the  other  hand,  a  debt  barred  by  it 
cannot  be  set  off.  So,  a  direction  in  a  will  to  pay  debts 
does  not  apply  to  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute;  Ex  parte 
Dewdneyic).  Again,  as  to  the  Spirituous  Liquors'  Act, 
Scott  Y.  Gilmore  (d)  is  a  distinct  authority  to  shew  that  it 
not  only  prevents  the  bringing  of  an  action  on  the  contract, 
but  aYoids  the  contract  itself,  and  even  vitiates  a  security 
referable,  as  to  part  only  of  its  consideration,  to  such  con- 
tract With  regard  to  the  observations  of  Lord  EUeti" 
borough  in  Crosby  v.  fVadsworth,  the  only  real  extent  of 
them  is,  that  the  contract,  though  void  as  a  contract,  may 
be  made  available  as  a  licence,  if  pleaded  as  such.  If  it 
had  been  so  pleaded  here,  the  defendant  would  have  had 
the  opportunity  of  replying,  and  shewing  that  it  had 
been  countermanded.  But  in  the  next  place,  this  is  in 
substance  an  action  brought  whereby  to  charge  the  de« 
fendant  on  the  contract.  On  this  point,  Scorell  v.  Boxall 
is  an  authority  for  the  defendant,  and  indeed  goes  beyond 
the  present  case.  There  it  was  held,  that  the  pldintiff, 
who  had  purchased  the  growing  underwood  by  parol,  had 
not  such  a  possession  as  would  enable  him  to  maintain 

(a)  7  T.  R.  201.  y. Scott,  1  Russ.  &  M.  255.  contrA. 

(6)  10  B.  &  Cr.  664.  (d)  3  Taunt.  226. 

(c)  15  Ves.  48B;  but  see  Jon€$ 

YOU  !!•  8  M.  W. 
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^"*ifW7^''"'  trespass,  even  as  against  third  parties :  the  action  being 

V.     y  '  /    substantially  based  on  his  title,  and  his  title  depending 

Carrinotow    wholly  on  the  contract     The  statute  does  not  mean  that 

RooTi.       the  action  must  be  such  as  that  the  contract  is  necessarily 

set  out  in  the  declaration;  but  it  applies  wherever  the 

action  is  brought  substantially  to  enforce  it,  or  depends  on 

a  right  resulting  out  of  it. 

But  secondly,  there  is  a  variance  between  the  record  and 
the  evidence.  On  the  face  of  the  record,  it  is  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  goods  within  the  17th  section ;  according  to 
the  evidence,  it  is  for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  within 
the  4th.  This  is  therefore  a  variance  for  which  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  be  nonsuited.  The  crop  is  contradistin- 
guished, in  the  declaration,  from  the  close;  and  the  issue 
is  in  the  same  form :  it  appears,  therefore,  from  the  way  in 
which  the  parties  have  chosen  to  describe  their  contract, 
that  what  was  intended  to  be  purchased  was  the  crop  of 
grass  only,  with  an  easement  over  the  field  for  the  pur- 
pose of  cutting  it,  and  not  any  interest  in  the  land  itself. 
That  is  a  purchase  of  a  chattel ;  Evans  v.  Roberts  (a),  Hal' 
len  V*  Runder  (6).     [He  was  here  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — If  this  be  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  goods,  it  is  not  disputed  that  it  is  void  by  the  17th 
section  of  the  statute.  But  if  that  be  doubtful,  and  it  is 
to  be  considered  as  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  and 
therefore  within  the  4th  section,  then  the  question  is, 
whether  that  section,  which  declares  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  whereby  to  charge  any  person  on  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  means  that  the  contract 
shall  be  available  for  any  purpose  as  a  contract,  excepting 
that  of  being  enforced  by  action.  I  think  it  does  not ;  and 
that  the  contract  cannot  be  available  as  a  contract  at  all, 
unless  an  action  can  be  brought  upon  it.    What  is  done 

(a)  5  B.  &  Or.  829;  8  D.  &  R.  611.  (h)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  7^. 
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ttiMlef  the  contract  may  admit  of  apology  or  excuse^  di-  ^'c^^-  of  pum, 
▼erso  lAtuiCUy  if  I  may  so  speak ;  as  where,  under  a  con-  v  ^-l-> 
tract  by  parol,  the  party  is  put  in  possession,  that  posses-  carrinoton 
aioD  may  be  set  up  as  an  excuse  for  a  trespass,  alleged  to  Roots. 
have  been  committed  by  him.  But  whereyer  an  action  is 
brought  on  the  assumption  that  the  contract  is  good  in 
law,  that  seems  to  me  to  be  in  effect  an  action  on  the  con- 
tract ;  as  has  been  ingeniously  argued  by  Mr.  Greenwood. 
If  the  whole  transaction  between  the  parties  were  set  forth 
in  the  declaration,  the  contract  would  form  part  of  it : 
and  in  effect,  the  plaintiff  now  says  that  the  defendant 
ought  not  to  take  his  cart,  because  it  was  lawfully  there 
under  that  contract.  This  is  a  collateral  and  incidental 
mode  of  enforcing  the  contract,  though  it  is  not  directly 
sued  upon.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  is,  not  that  the  contract  shall  stand  for  all  pur- 
poses except  that  of  being  enforced  by  action,  but  it 
means  that  the  contract  shall  be  altogether  void.  Then 
what  is  the  meaning  of  this  replication  ?  I  think  it  means 
that  this  was  an  available  contract  to  give  aright,  capable 
of  being .  enforced  by  action.  A  party  cannot  have  a 
lawful  right  which  the  law  will  not  sustain ;  it  is  not  a 
lawful  contract,  which  gives  a  right,  if  it  cannot  be  en- 
forced at  law.  The  replication  means,  therefore,  that 
this  was  a  lawful  contract,  which  conferred  a  right :  but 
the  evidence  shews  that  it  was  not  so,  because  it  was  not 
in  writing,  and  therefore  void  under  the  statute.  It  would 
be  a  different  case  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  sued  by  the 
defendant  in  trespass;  he  might  have  pleaded  a  licence; 
but  though  a  licence  may  be  part  of  a  contract,  a  contract 
18  more  than  a  licence.  The  agreement  might  have  been 
available  in  answer  to  a  trespass,  by  setting  up  a  licence  ; 
not  aetting  up  the  contract  itself  as  a  contract,  but  only 
shewing  matter  of  excdse  for  the  trespass.  That  appears 
Ca  me  the  whole  extent  to  which  the  plaintiff  could  avail 

s  2 


S56  CASES  IN  THE  EXCBEQU£R| 

^^IMT^'*"''  ^""^'^^f***®  contract     I  am  therefore  of  opinion  t&al 
V      V  *  ^     the  replication  is  not  sustained,  and  that  there  ought  to 
Carbinqton    be  a  nonsuit. 
Boots. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  though  I  have  had 
some  doubt  in  the  course  of  the  argument.  This  is  a  de- 
claration in  trespass^  for  seizing  and  detaining  a  horse  and 
cart,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleads  to 
this,  that  he  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  close,  and 
also  of  a  crop  of  grass  there  growing,  and  that  he  took  the 
horse  and  cart  because  they  were  wrongfully  encumbering 
the  close,  and  doing  damage  to  it.  The  last  circumstance 
stated  in  the  plea  is  not  wholly  immaterial  to  the  con- 
struction of  what  follows — to  the  question  whether  thia 
was  a  licence,  or  a  binding  agreement,  the  effect  of  which 
was  to  give  an  interest  in  the  crop,  and  a  right  to  enter  on 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  it.  My  judgment, 
however,  does  not  proceed  on  that,  but  would  be  the  same 
if  that  allegation  were  omitted.  The  question  is,  what 
the  plaintiff  means  when  he  avers  in  his  replication,  that 
while  the  close  or  crop  of  grass  were  the  property  of  the 
defendant,  he  agreed  to  sell,  and  sold  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  and  bought  of  him,  the  crop 
of  grass,  at  a  certain  price  per  acre,  with  liberty  to  the 
plaintiff  to  cut  and  take  away  the  grass,  and  to  enter  upon 
the  close  with  his  horse  and  cart  for  that  purpose,  by  vir- 
tue of  which  he  became  possessed  of  the  crop  of  grass. 
Does  he  mean  an  agreement  in  fact,  operating  as  a  licence 
only,  or  a  binding  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  crop,  and 
for  him,  the  plaintiff,  to  have  a  right  of  entry  on  the  land  to 
gather  it?  I  think  the  latter  is  the  true  construction ;  and 
that  it  means  a  contract  which  the  one  party  could  enforce 
against  the  other  as  matter  of  right .  If  this  be  so,  then, 
supposing  the  agreement  to  be  for  the  sale  of  chattels,  it  was 
not  proved  by  the  evidence ;  if  it  was  an  agreement  for  the 
sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  it  was  not  binding,  by  virtue  of 
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the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.     I  think  the  «*©*.  ^  Pfc«. 

right  interpretation  of  that  section  is  this, — that  an  agree-  -* 

ment  which  cannot  be  enforced  on  either  side,  is  as  a  con-   Caurinotoh 

tract  void  altogether :  no  doubt  it  may  have,  as  an  agree-       Roots. 

ment  in  fact,  some  operation  in  communicating  a  licence ; 

but  such  licence  would  be  countermandable :   and  that 

appears  to  be  the  whole  effect  of  the  decision  in  Crosby  v. 

Wadsworth^     Here,   no  doubt,  the  plaintiff  might  have 

pleaded  a  licence ;  but  the  defendant  would  have  replied 

that  it  was  countermanded,  and  the  plaintiff  could  not 

have  succeeded  op  that  issue.    I  think,  therefore,  this  is 

an  averment  of  a  binding  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  crop, 

with  a  right  to  enter  on  the  land  in  order  to  take  the  crop. 

That  contract  being  void  by  the  statute,  the  action  cannot 

be  maintained,  and  the  rule  ought  to  be  absolute  for  a 

nonsuit. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  proper 
construction  of  this  replication  is,  that  by  the  agreement 
the  plaintiff  purchased  the  crop,  with  liberty  to  come  upon 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  it.  If  so,  the  issue  is 
raised  on  the  validity  of  the  contract,  for  without  the  con- 
tract it  is  not  shewn  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  be  on 
the  land.  Taking  it  so,  it  furnishes  no  ground  to  support 
the  right  claimed,  because  it  is  altogether  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

6uRN£T,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Eatck.  of  Pleat, 

1837. 


A  banking  firm 
was  in  insolvent 
circumstances, 
and  about  to 
stop  payment 
A.,  a  partner 
in  the  firm, 
informed  B.  of 
the  fact,  in 
order  that  the 
private  balance 
of  C.,B/s  fa- 
ther, might  be 
drawn  out  of 
the  bank;  buf 
desired  him  not 
to  let  it  be 
known  to  D., 
a  shareholder 
in  an  insurance 
company  which 
also  had  an 
account  with 
the  bank,  as 
he.  A.,  did  not 
wish  the  di- 
rectors to  know 
of  it.    C.'s  pri- 
vate balance 
was  in  conse- 
quence drawn 
out  the  next 
day.    On  the 
evening  of  that 
day  A.  informed 
C.  of  the  state  of 
the  bouse.    C, 
being  a  mana- 
ging director  of 
the  insurance 
company,  took 
measures  by 
which  the  com- 
pany's ac:ount 
was  drawn  out 
by  a  cheque 
upon  the  bank. 
Two  days 
afterwards  the 
houjie  stopped : 
^Held,  that 
tliis  was  not  a 
fraudulent  pre- 
ference of  the 
msuraiice  com- 
pany. 


Belcher  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Leb  and  Others, 
Bankrupts,  9.  Jones. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  brought 
against  the  defendant  as  Secretary  of  the  Phoenix  Assu- 
rance Company,  to  recover  a  sum  of  about  8000/L,  nJleged 
to  have  been  paid  by  the  bankrupt  Lee  to  the  company,  by 
way  of  fraudulent  preference.  Plea — ^non  assumpsit.  At 
the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term,  the  facts  proved  were 
as  follows : — 

The  bankrupts,  Messrs.  Lee  &  Co.,  carried  on  the 
business  of  bankers  in  London,  until  the  period  of  their 
stoppage  as  hereinafter  stated.  A  Mr*  Cooke,  the 
father-in-law  of  the  bankrupt  Lee,  kept  a  private  ac- 
count with  them;  and  he  was  one  of  the  managing 
directors  of  the  Phoenix  Company,  which  also  banked 
with  Lee  &  Co.  The  bank  being  in  an  embarrassed 
condition,  and  about  to  stop  payment,  the  bankrupt  Lee 
communicated  that  fact  to  his  brother-in-law,  Mr.  Cooky's 
son,  and  told  him  that  the  bank  would  shortly  stop  pay- 
ment ;  and  it  was  then  agreed  between  them  that  Cooke'a 
private  balance,  amounting  to  about  2000/.,  should  be 
drawn  out ;  but  Lee  desired  Cooke  not  to  give  any  infor- 
mation of  the  matter  to  a  Mr.  Davies,  who  was  a  share- 
holder in  the  Phoenix  Company,  as  he,  Lee,  did  not  wish 
the  directors  of  the  Phoenix  Company  to  know  anything  of 
it.  In  consequence  of  this  communication,  Cooke's  private 
account  was  drawn  out  on  the  following  day,  which  was 
Monday.  On  the  evening  of  that  day,  Lee  saw  the  elder 
Cooke,  and  informed  him  of  the  state  of  the  house,  and 
that  it  could  not  go  on  beyond  the  Wednesday  following. 
Cooke  in  consequence  filled  up  a  cheque  for  the  amount 
of  the  company's  account,  and  dispatched  his  son  with  it 
to  another  of  the  directors,  by  whom  it  was  signed,  and 
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on  the  fotlowing  morning  the  cheque  was  presented,  and  &«^  ^  Pfoot, 
the  money  drawn  out.      On  the  Wednesday,  Lee  &  Co.  ^  '  - 

stopped  payment.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  on  this  oti-  Belchbs 
deoce^  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  bankrupt  joNKt. 
made  the  communications  proved  with  the  intention  of 
giving  any  preference  to  the  assurance  company,  direct* 
ing  them,  if  they  thouglit  that  be  had  no  such  intention,  to 
find  for  the  defendant.  The  jury  found  for  the  defen- 
dant, and  bis  Lordship  gave  the  plaintiff's  counsel  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  amount  of  the  cheque. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Sir  W.  FoUeit  obtained  a  rule 
nisi,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved ;  against  which 

SirJP.  Pollock »Rn  V.  /2f cAarcb,  and  Martin,  now  shewed 
cause. — ^The  finding  of  the  jury,  that  there  was  no  inten- 
tion to  prefer  the  assurance  company,  is  conclusive  of 
this  case.  The  essence  of  a  fraudulent  preference  is,  that 
the  party  must  entertain  an  intent  of  preferring  the  parti- 
cular creditor  in  question.  That  is  distinctly  laid  down 
in  the  case  of  Fidgeon  v.  Sharp  {a).  There  Gibbs,  C.  J., 
says, — *^  The  general  effect  of  the  statutes  on  the  subject 
of  bankrupts  is,  that  all  payments  made  before  bankruptcy 
are  legal  and  valid ;  but  a  certain  class  of  cases  has  arisen, 
in  which  certain  payments  have  been  supposed  to  be 
made  in  fraud  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  and  are  therefore 
fraudulent  and  void.  But  I  find  in  all  the  cases,  from 
Fordyce*s  to  the  present,  the  fact  found,  that  the  act  was 
done  in  fraud  of  the  bankrupt  laws :  it  must  be  an  act, 
then,  not  only  that  in  effect  contravenes  the  bankrupt 
lawsj  but  it  must  be  done  wiih  intent  to  contravene  them, 
and  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy.  The  innocence  or 
guilt  of  the  act  depends,  then,  on  the  mind  of  him  who 
did  it ;  and  it  cannot  be  in  fraud  of  the  bankrupt  laws, 
unless  the  actor  meant  it  should  be  so.*'     The  doctrine  of 

(a)  5  Taunt.  639;  I  Marsh.  196;  2  RoKi  153. 
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Exch.  of  Pleas,  Traudulent  preference,  although  it  has  now  received  a  le- 
^  gislative  sanction,  was  always  considered  as  an  excrescence 
Belcher  on  the  bankrupt  law  created  by  judicial  decision ;  and  in 
JioNEi.  recent  cases  the  Courts  have  intimated  their  opinion  that 
it  has  been  carried  too  far,  and  will  at  all  events  be  little 
disposed  to  extend  it :  Crosby  v.  Crouch  (a),  Morgan  v. 
Brundreit  (6),  Atkinson  y.  Brindall  {c).  No  case  can  be 
found  in  which  a  payment  has  been  avoided,  which  was 
made  to  any  other  creditor  than  the  party  in  whose  favour 
the  fraud  was  committed.  Here  the  payment  of  the 
Phoenix  Company's  account  was  a  mere  consequential 
transaction,  which  the  bankrupt  not  only  never  intended, 
but  even  guarded  against.  A  man  cannot  be  an  unwilling  or 
unconscious  party  to  a  fraud.  Suppose  a  party  in  fear  of 
bankruptcy  went  to  consult  a  friend,  not  knowing  that  he 
was  the  bona  fide  holder  of  a  large  bill  on  which  the  far- 
mer party  was  liable,  but  intending  to  avail  himself  of  his 
advice  or  co-operation  to  assist  some  third  party  ;  but  the 
person  so  consulted,  in  consequence,  immediately  took 
measures  to  secure  himself — could  it  be  said  that  this  vo- 
luntary communication  could  form  the  ground  of  an  action 
to  recover  back  the  money  ?  Or  suppose  the  insolvent 
party  wrote  a  letter  to  a  creditor,  intending  to  give  him  a 
fraudulent  preference,  but  misdirected  it,  and  it  fell  into 
the  hands  of  another  creditor,  who  thereupon  took  mea- 
sures to  secure  his  debt ;  could  that  be  deemed  a  fraud- 
ulent preference,  the  jury  finding  that  there  was  no 
intention  to  prefer  that  creditor  ?  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. 
—That  would  be  a  merely  accidental  consequence  of  the 
bankrupt's  act.  Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  if  there  be 
a  fraudulent  preference,  to  what  extent  you  can  pursue  its 
consequences.  Suppose  the  bankrupt,  intending  to  prefer 
a  particular  creditor,  writes  to  him,  telling  him  to  burn 

(o)  2  Camp.  166;  11  East.  256.         (c)  2  Scott,  229$   2  Bing.  N. 
(6)  6  B.  &  Ad.  289;  2  Nev.  &      G.  225. 
M.280. 


HILARY  TERM,  7  WILL,  IV.  861 

the  letter;  but  be  shews  it  to  another  creditori  who  goes  £«eA.  nf  PUat, 
and  draws  out  his  balance.  That  is  exactly  an  analogous 
case^  supposing  the  jury  here  to  have  acted  on  the  under* 
standing  that  there  was  a  stipulation  of  secrecy.]  An- 
other analogous  case  would  be  that  of  a  party,  accidentally 
passing  by,  who  should  overhear  such  a  communication. 
To  sustain  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  the  bankrupt 
must  be  supposed  to  adopt  all  the  probable  consequences 
of  his  being  overheard,  and  to  be  guilty  of  all  the  fraud 
resulting  thereby.  The  object  of  the  law  is  to  coerce  and 
restrain  the  disposing  mind  of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  pre- 
vent him  from  wilfully  disposing  of  his  property  to  any 
other  person  than  those  to  whom  the  law  directs ;  and  the 
result  of  all  the  cases  is,  that  to  constitute  a  fraudulent 
preference,  the  payment  must  be  entirely  voluntary,  it 
must  be  made  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  and  it  must 
be  found  as  a  fact  that  it  was  made  with  intent  to  prefer 
the  particular  creditor  in  question.  Harman  v.  Fisher  (a), 
Anderson  v.  Ten^le  (6),  Hartshorn  v.  Slodden  (c),  Vaeher 
V.  Cocks  (d),  De  Tastet  v.  Carroll  (e). 

Sir  W.  Follett  and  fVightman,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
It  must  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  by  the 
finding  of  the  jury,  that  there  was  no  intention  to  prefer 
the  Phoenix  Company.  But  the  facts  of  this  case  are 
such  as  distinguish  it  altogether  from  those  put  by  way  of 
illustration  on  the  other  side.  The  doctrine  of  fraudulent 
preference  stands  on  this  principle, — that  all  the  creditors 
shall  stand  on  an  equal  footing ;  the  Court  will  not  allow 
one  creditor,  or  one  class  of  creditors,  to  receive  payment 
by  means  of  the  voluntary  act  of  the  bankrupt,  made  at  a 
time  when  he  is  contemplating  bankruptcy.    Now,  in  the 

(a)  Cowp.  117 ;  Lofft,  472.  (<0  1  B.  &  Add.  162. 

(h)  4Bnrr.2239|lW.Blackit.  («)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  88;  2 

660.  Rose,  462. 
(c)  2  Bos.  &  P.  6S5. 
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Bgeh.  rf  Pbas,  present  casCi  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  transfer  of 
this  large  sum  of  money  was  the  effect  of  the  bankrupt's 
voluntary  act,  viz«  his  communication  to  Cooke  the  fa« 
ther;  nor  that  the  firm  at  that  time  contemplated  bank* 
ruptcy ;  the  house  did  not  stop  in  consequence  of  the 
drawing  out  of  this  money,  but  the  stoppage  had  been 
determined  on  before.  And  the  bankrupt  clearly  intended 
a  fraud  upon  the  law,  so  far  as  respected  the  private  ac- 
count of  Cooke.  Then  the  question  is,  whether,  if  the 
necessary  or  natural  consequences  of  the  fraud  lead  to  a 
greater  injury  to  the  creditors  than  was  expressly  !&• 
tended,  the  transaction  is  not  also  invalidated  as  to  such 
consequences  also.  This  is  not  the  case  of  two  separate 
creditors;  it  is  a  communication  made  to  one  party,  wbo 
is  a  creditor  in  two  rights.  The  question  is,  what  must 
the  bankrupt  be  held  to  intend?  It  is  said,  to  prefer 
the  particular  creditor ;  but  that  assumes  the  whole  ques- 
tion. The  act  of  the  bankrupt  leads  equally  to  both  the 
payments.  It  is  said,  he  does  not  know  of  this  payment  | 
but  he  is  the  acting  party  who  puts  the  Phoenix.  Company 
in  motion  to  obtain  it,  which  is  what  is  meant  by  the 
term  voluntary.  Suppose  a  party  has  an  account  with 
a  bank,  partly  of  his  own,  partly  as  a  trustee ;  and  the 
bankrupt  makes  a  communication  to  him,  with  the  pur* 
pose  of  giving  the  cestui  que  trust  a  preference :  may  the 
trustee  go  and  draw  out  his  own  balance,  to  the  injury 
of  the  other  creditors  ?  Or,  suppose  a  party  has  a  balance 
to  his  credit  of  5000/.,  and  the  bankrupt  tells  him  the 
house  is  insolvent,  but  says  at  the  same  time,  '*  Mind,  I 
intend  you  only  to  draw  out  2000/.;"  but  the  creditor 
draws  out  the  fiOOO/. — is  that.payment  good  f  So,  the  ease 
may  be  put  of  a  communication  made  to  a  party  wbo  is  a 
partner  in  two  firms,  intended  for  the  benefit  of  one  of 
them  only,  but  used  for  the  benefit  of  both.  The  general 
principle  of  law  is,  that  if  a  party  intends  to  do  a  criminal 
or  fraudulent  act,  he  is  responsible  i'ur  its  consequences. 
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ETcry  crime  depends  altogether  on  the  inieni ;  yet  a  party  Mtek.  oJPkoM^ 
is  goilty  of  murder  if  he  kills  A.^  intending  to  murder  B., 
because  it  it  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  his  illegal  pur- 
pose, though  not  the  act  which  he  intended.  Here,  it  is 
clear  there  is  an  unequal  distribution  of  the  funds,  in  di- 
rect consequence  of  the  act  of  the  bankrupt,  which  was 
committed  with  the  intention  of  defeating  such  equal  dis- 
tribution, though  not  to  the  same  extent  The  principle 
of  law  ought  to  be  fully  carried  out,  so  ss  to  restore  the 
equal  distribution  of  the  fund  to  the  full  extent  to  which 
it  has  been  thus  defeated. 

Lord  Abino£r,  C.  B.— We  shall  take  a  short  time  to 

consider  this  case,  not  that  we  entertain  any  great  doubt 

upon  it,  but  the  question  being  one  of  considerable  im* 

portance,  we  think  it  right  to  give  a  deliberate  judgment 

upon  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

A  few  days  afterwards. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — ^In  this  case  it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  it  never 
was  the  intention  of  any  of  the  bankrupts  that  the  party 
to  whom  the  communication  was  made  by  one  of  them, 
should  draw  out  the  balance  of  the  Phoenix  Assurance 
Company,  but  only  his  own  private  balance.  The  jury, 
indeed,  found  the  fact  to  be  so ;  and  the  only  question  for 
our  consideration  was,  whether,  admitting  the  fact  to  be 
as  found  by  the  jury,  yet,  inasmuch  as  the  communication 
was  made  to  a  director  of  the  assurance  company,  and  it 
was  at  least  a  probable  consequence  of  such  communica- 
tion that  he  would  act  as  he  did,  in  withdrawing  their 
balance,  this  amounted  to  a  fraudulent  preference.  And 
the  sum  of  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  ap- 
peared to  be,  that,  notwithstanding  a  man's  declared  in- 
tention contradicting  any  design  of  a  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence, still  if,  in  consequence  of  any  act  of  his,  any  person 
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*«*-^jPfe«.  whatsoever  obtains  a  preference^  that  will  render  the 
^  transaction  fraudulent  We  think,  if  we  assented  to  such 
a  conclusion,  we  should  carry  the  doctrine  of  fraudulent 
preference  farther  than  any  of  the  cases  warrant.  It  is 
admitted,  that  the  doctrine  of  fraudulent  preference  was 
engrafted  on  the  bankrupt  law  by  judicial  decisions,  more 
especially  by  those  of  Lord  Mansfield^  whence  it  has  been 
imported  into  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.  There  had  been 
a  divergence  from  the  principle  acted  on  by  Lord  Mans* 
Jield,  but  latterly  there  has  been  a  recurrence  to  the  pro- 
per principle.  We  think  that  if  we  were  to  hold  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case  to  amount  to  a  fraudulent 
preference  of  the  assurance  company,  we  should  be 
stretching  the  cases  too  far.  This  money  was  paid  out  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  a  banker's  business,  in  consequence 
of  a  customer's  cheque;  and  it  appears  that  the  other 
partners  of  the  bankrupt  who  made  this  communication 
were  not  at  all  aware  of  this  payment ;  besides  the  fact 
that  it  was  made  contrary  to  the  intention  of  that  bank- 
rupt. It  is  nothing  more  than  an  ordinary  payment  on  a 
banker's  cheque.  Put  the  case  of  a  party  who,  intending 
a  fraudulent  preference  to  a  person  in  the  situation  of 
Cooke,  brings  money  and  pays  him  his  private  debt,  and 
the  person  so  paid  requires  him  to  pay  a  trust  debt  also 
out  of  other  money  which  he  brings  with  him,  and  the 
debtor  refuses ;  if  the  debtor  afterwards  delivers  the  re- 
sidue of  the  money  to  a  third  party  to  take  to  lodge  at  a 
banker's  for  him,  and  that  third  party,  (to  whom  also  be 
is  indebted),  is  advised  by  the  person  to  whom  the  first 
payment  is  made,  to  apply  it  to  his  own  debt ;  if  he  does 
so,  would  this  be  a  fraudulent  preference  of  him  by  the 
debtor?  I  think  not :  and  if  we  were  to  hold  the  present 
case  an  instance  of  fraudulent  preference,  and  the  assig- 
nees entitled  to  recover,  the  lengths  to  which  it  might  be 
carried  would  be  quite  extravagant. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Mtck,  a  Ptetu, 
1837. 
Ladd  f>.  Lynn.  '      ^      ^ 

Assumpsit.   The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated^  Ahuiband^wha 
that  certain  differences  existed  between  the  defendant  and  from^hu  wife, 
Martha  his  wife,  and  thai  they  were  living  apart  from  each  Jf^^of  w"  * 
other,  and  that  it  was  desired  by  thenii  and  particularly  "^on  ibouid 
by  the  defendant,  that  they  should  live  separate,  and  that  a  tnd  executed  s 
deed  of  separation  should  be  prepared ;  and  for  effectuating  ^/butbtnd^ 
the  said  desire  and  purpose  it  was  expedient  and  necessary  ^^^  ^^^ 
that  some  person  should  join  in  and  become  a  party  as  ofbiiwife'i 
trustee  for  the  said  Martha ;  and  thereupon,  in  considera-  ^^J^^I 
tion  that  the  said  plaintiff  would  join  in  and  become  a  *<>iMirttobe 
party  to  such  a  deed  as  such  trustee,  the  defendant  pro-  executed,  in 
mised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  all  such  costs  as  he  might  or  toy  promite 
should  reasonably  incur  in  arranging  the  proper  terms  of  that  e^pcJw^ 
the  d^ed,  and  causing  a  proper  deed  to  be  prepared  and 
settled  on  his  part  as  such  trustee,  and  in  and  about  the 
execution  thereof  by  him.    The  declaration  then  averred, 
that  the  plaintiff  did  arrange  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  se- 
paration, and  procure  a  deed  to  be  prepared  on  his  part  as 
such  trustee,  and  that  he  executed  the  same,  and  that 
certain  costs  were  incurred  in  that  behalf,  but  that  the 
defendant  had  not  paid  them.  There  were  also  counts  for 
money  lent,  money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.   Plea — 
the  general  issue.  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B., 
at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  Term,  it 
appeared  that  differences  had  arisen  between  the  defend- 
ant and  his  wife,  which  caused  a  separation,  and  it  was 
agreed   that  a  deed  of  separation  between  them  should 
be  prepared,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  appointed  a 
trustee  for  the  wife.     The  defendant's  attorney  accord- 
ingly prepared  a  deed,  which  he  sent  for  perusal  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  who  acted  as  the  friend  of  the  wife.  A 
counterpart  of  the  deed  was  also  prepared  by  the  plaintifi^^s 
attorney,  and  executed  by  the  parties ;  but  the  defend- 
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Bith.  qf  Plta$,  ant  refused  to  discharge  any  expenses  incurred  by  the  wife 
'  respecting  the  deed  of  separation  as  a  matter  of  right,  but 
Ladd  agreed  to  pay  and  did  pay  the  expense  incurred  by  the 
Ltnn.  plaintiff's  attorney  for  perusing  the  deed.  Before  the  first 
instalment  under  the  deed  became  due  the  plaintiff  had 
advanced  the  wife  a  small  sum  of  money.  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  expense  of  the  counterpart  and  the 
money  so  advanced.  It  appeared  that  in  consequence  of 
some  alleged  misconduct,  the  defendant  had  turned  his 
wife  out  of  doors,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  and 
his  attorney  not  to  give  her  credit,  as  the  defendant  would 
not  be  responsible.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion, 
on  these  facts  being  proved,  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
nonsuited,  and  directed  a  nonsuit  accordingly,  giving  the 
plaintiff  liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  such  sum  as 
the  Court  should  think  fit. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  moved  accordingly. — A  counterpart 
of  the  deed  of  separation  being  necessary  for  the  wife's 
security,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  pay  the  expense 
incurred  in  preparing  it.  The  defendant  having  turned  bis 
wife  out  of  the  house,  he  was  liable  to  pay  any  debts  she 
might  incur  for  necessaries ;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the 
husband  has  given  notice  that  he  will  not  be  answerable 
for  her  debts.  In  Jenkins  v.  Tucker  (a),  it  was  held  that 
when  the  husband  went  abroad  and  left  his  wife,  who  died 
in  his  absence,  a  third  person,  who  voluntarily  paid  the 
expenses  of  her  funeral,  though  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  husband,  might  recover  from  him  the  money  so  laid 
out  That  shews  that  a  person  may  contract  a  debt  for 
necessaries  on  account  of  a  wife  abandoned  by  her  hus- 
band, and  if  he  pay  those  debts,  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  money  back  from  the  husband.  When  the  liability 
arises  independently  of  assent  or  dissent,  the  dissent  wiH 

(a)  1  H.  Bl.  90. 
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Bot  take  away  the  right  to  recover.  The  cottiiterpart  of  ^c*-  ^  Pi«w, 
the  deed  was  necessary  for  the  wife's  security.  If  it  bad 
not  been-  executed »  she  might  have  said  that  she  would 
not  be  satisfied  y  and  then  the  husband  must  have  had  a 
suit  for  alimony  brought  against  him :  but  he  agrees  to 
this  deed  in  lieu  of  a  suit  for  alimony.  Then  the  plain* 
tiff  or  the  wife's  trustee  necessarily  required  a  counterpart, 
aa  it  would  not  be  right  that  one  deed  only  should  be  exe^ 
cuted,  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  or  his  attor- 
ney; and  the  defendant  must  be  liable  to  pay  for  the 
expense  of  it. 

Lord  Abingxb,  C.  B. — The  rule  as  to  necessaries  for 
which  a  husband  is  liable,  means  such  things  as  are  neces- 
sary for  the  sustenance  or  protection  of  the  wife. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  a  deed  of  separation  cannot  be 
called  a  necessary  for  the  wife.  It  sometimes  becomes  a 
question  whether  the  husband  has  entered  into  (he  parti- 
cular contract,  and  made  himself  liable  upon  it;  but  here  it 
appears  that  the  husband  disclaimed  all  liability. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Westbury  t;.  Aberdein. 
Assumpsit  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  dated  the  3d   A  policy  of 

^  iniuniiice  on 

November,  1835,  on  a  ship  called  the  King  George,  at  « ship  called 
and  from  Malaga  to  London,  warranted  to  sail  on  the  c^rgefatand 
10th  of  October.    The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas^  IS^LoSdoil^ 

warranted  to 
nil  oo  the  10th  October,  wu  effected  on  the  3rd  November  following.  The  iniiirer  communis 
cated  to  the  underwriter!  that  the  King  George,  and  another  Teasel  called  tbe  Fruiter,  both 
•ailed  from  Malaga  on  the  lOth  October,  and  the  underwriters  knew  that  the  Fruiter  had  arrived 
at  London  some  days  before;  but  the  Insurer  knew  also  that  the  captain  of  the  Fruiter  had  seen 
the  King  George  off  Oporto  on  the  2 lit  October,  when  they  had  parted  company  by  reason  of  a 
gale  csmiog  on;  and  this  fact  he  did  not  communicate  to  the  underwriters.  The  King  George  was 
lost  in  a  storm,  at  the  entrance  of  the  Channel,  on  the  25th  October.  In  an  aetion  on  tbe  policy. 
^  jury  baring  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  fact  not  communicated  was  not  a  material  one, 
tbe  Court  granted  a  new  trial. 
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Sxeh.  tff  PUait  of  wbich  the   third   only  need  be  stated.     That   plea 
alleged  in  substance,  that  after  the  said  ship  called  the 
King  George  had  sailed  from  the  port  of  Malaga,  and 
had  completed  more  than  half  her  voyage,  she  was  seen  at 
sea  by  the  captain  of  another  ship  called  the  Fruiter, 
which  arrived  in  the  port  of  London  five  days  before  the 
policy  was  effected,  of  which  fact  the  plaintiff  had  notice, 
but  did  not  disclose  the  same,  although  a  material  one,  to 
the  underwriters.    At  the  trial  before  Lord  Alnnger^  C.  B., 
at  the  London  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  the  following 
facts  were  proved : — The  King  George  sailed  from  Malaga 
on  the  10th  October,  1835;  the  Fruiter  had  sailed  from 
the  same  port  the  day  before.     Having  passed  safely 
through  the  Straits  of  Gibraltar,  they  were,  on  the  14th,  in 
company  off  Cape  St.  Vincent,  but  separated  again.    On 
the  Slst  the  captain  of  the  Fruiter  saw  the  King  George 
off  Oporto.     On  that  day  a  gale  came  on,  and  they  again 
parted   company.     The  Fruiter  arrived   in  the  port  of 
London  on  the  30th,  and  on  the  evening  of  that  day  the 
captain  saw  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner  of  the  King 
George,  and  communicated  to  him  the  circumstances  above 
stated.     The  policy  was  effected  on  the  3d  November,  and 
the  time  at  which  the  two  vessels  sailed  from  Malaga  was 
communicated   to    the    underwriters;   they    knew    also, 
from  the  entries  at  Lloyd's,  that  the  Fruiter  had  arrived 
on  the  30th;  but  the  plaintiff  did  not  inform  them  of  the 
fact  that  the  captain  of  the  Fruiter  had  seen  the  King 
George  off  Oporto  on  the  Slst.     The  premium  taken  was 
COtf.,  the  ordinary  premium  being  Zba.     The  King  George 
was  lost  in  a  storm,  in  the  chops  of  the  Channel,  on  the 
S5th  of  October.     It  appeared  that  the  Fruiter  had  per- 
formed her  voyage  in  the  average  time  of  a  voyage  from 
Malaga  to  London,  and  that  the  principal  part  of  the  risk 
u  in  the  passage  of  the  Straits  of  Gibraltar.     The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  fact  of 
the  Fruiter  having  seen  the  King  George  off  Oporto  was 
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material  to  be  communicated  to  the  underwriters,  express-  Bxeh,  vf  Pleat, 
ing  his  own  opinion  that  it  was  not,  and  that,  as  the  more 
dangerous  part  of  the  Yoyage  had  been  safely  performed, 
the  knowledge  of  the  Yessel's  having  passed  through  the 
Straits  would  have  rather  diminished  than  increased  the 
risk.     The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 

Sir  F.  Pollock^  in  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  citing 
Kirby  y.  Smith  (a)x — against  which 

Sir  W,  Folleii  {Channell with  him)  now  shewed  cause. — 
It  could  not  be  material  to  communicate  the  fact  that  the 
vessel  was  seen  in  the  direct  course  of  her  voyage  from 
Malaga  to  London.  Being  warranted  to  sail  on  the  10th 
of  October,  she  must  of  necessity  encounter  the  storm, 
and  the  underwriters  knew  that  she  had  encountered  it, 
and  took  an  increased  premium  accordingly.  If  the  fact 
not  communicated  had  been  such  as,  if  communicated, 
would  have  informed  them  that  she  was  exposed  to  a  storm 
of  which  they  had  otherwise  no  knowledge  at  the  time, 
the  case  might  be  different.  How  could  the  risk  be  in- 
creased by  shewing  that  the  vessel,  a  fortnight  before,  was 
in  safety  ?  IParke,  B. — ^The  difficulty  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  apprised  that  the  two  vessels  were  in  safety  together, 
one  of  tliem  having  arrived  five  days  before.  That  might 
lead  to  a  suspicion  that  something  was  amiss.]  The  storm 
itself  would  be  sufficient  to  account  for  the  difference  in 
the  times  of  their  arrival.  Kirby  v.  Smith  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present  case.  There,  a  vessel  sailed  from 
Elsineur  on  her  voyage  home  six  hours  before  the  owner, 
who  followed  on  the  same  day  in  another  vessel,  and 
having  met  with  rough  weather  on  his  passage,  arrived 
first,  and  then  caused  an  insurance  to  be  effected  on  his 

(n)  1  B.  &  Aid.  672. 
VOL.  II.  T  M.  W. 
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JS*c*.  o/  P&«,  ship :  it  was  held  that  these  circumstances  were  material 
to  be  communicated  to  the  underwriters,  and  that  it  was 
not  sufficient  to  state  merely  that  the  ship  was  ''  all  well 
at  Elsineur  on  the  20th  July/*  the  day  she  sailed.  There 
the  vessel  was  a  missing  ship  at  the  time  the  policy  was 
effected 9  for  it  appeared  that  she  sailed  on  the  SOth  July, 
and  the  policy  was  effected  on  the  9th  August,  whereas 
the  average  duration  of  the  voyage  was  only  eight  or  ten 
days  at  most ;  and  the  fact  concealed  would  have  shewn 
that  the  one  vessel  was  exposed  to  six  hours  more  of 
tempestuous  weather  than  the  other.  The  natural  con- 
clusion from  the  statement  made  to  the  underwriters 
would  be,  that  she  did  not  sail  on  the  same  day  on 
which  the  other  vessel  did.  Here  the  day  of  sailing  was 
communicated  ;  it  was  known  that  the  most  dangerous 
part  of  the  voyage  was  over,  and  the  only  fact  not  com- 
municated was,  that  the  ship  was  seen  on  the  high  road 
to  the  port  of  London. 

Sir  F.  Pollock^  and  R.  V.  Richards^  contrA. — The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  proceeds  on  the  fallacious  assump- 
tion that  the  extra  premium  was  taken  because  the  vessel 
was  known  to  have  been  exposed  to  the  storm ;  when  it  was 
taken  merely  for  the  chance  of  her  having  encountered  it. 
If  it  had  been  known  that  she  had  been  exposed  to  it,  and 
known  also  that  the  one  vessel  had  arrived  and  the  other 
not,  the  insurance  could  not  have  been  effected  on  any 
terms.  The  fact  not  communicated  was  not  merely,  as  it 
is  said  on  the  other  side,  that  the  ship  was  seen  on  the 
high  road  to  London,  but  that  the  captain  of  the  Fruiter, 
who  had  arrived  Jive  days  before^  had  seen  her.  It  is  true 
the  underwriters  knew  when  the  vessels  sailed,  and  that 
the  Fruiter  had  arrived ;  but  they  did  not  know  that  both 
were  off  Oporto  together,  having  then  completed  two  thirds 
of  the  voyage.  The  present  is  even  a  stronger  case  in 
favour  of  the  insurers  thau  Kir  by  v.  Smith;  if  the  voyage 


HILARY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV. 


271 


had  been  only  from  Oporto  to  London,  that  case  would  ^^  ^^^^> 

have  been  identical  with  the  present.     The  vessel  here     v      ^     ■/ 

was  a  missing  ship,  not  indeed  with  reference  to  the  whole     Wbstburt 

voyage   from   Malaga,   but  with  reference  to  that  from    'abeedezit. 

Oporto,  which,  as  the  plaintiff  knew,  was  all  she  had  to 

perform.     Suppose  a  vessel  from  the  East  Indies  had  been 

seen  off  Oporto  six  weeks  back,  would  she  not  be  a  missing 

ship  for  the  purpose  of  that  voyage  ?      It  is  no  answer  to 

say  that  the  communication  would  have  shewn  that  the 

vessel  had   escaped  the  main  risks  of  the  voyage :  the 

assured  is  bound  to  give  the  latest  and  fullest  information 

he  has  received  respecting  the  voyage — it  is  his  duty  to 

communicate  its  whole  history,  as  far  as  it  is  material  to  the 

risk ;  and  the  risk  must  not  only  not  be  greater,  but  it 

must  be  the  very  risk  contracted  against.  The  effect  of  the 

communication  might  be  to  shew  that  the  greatest  part  of 

the  danger  was  over  as  regarded  the  whole  voyage,  but 

not  as  regarded  the  voyage  between  Oporto  and  London. 

The  plaintiff  knew  that  it  had  ceased,  with  respect  to  both 

the  ships,  to  be  a  voyage  from  Malaga  to  London,  and  had 

become  a  voyage  from  Oporto  to  Londpn,  and  that  the 

one  had  arrived  safely  five  days  before.     The  storm  may 

be  laid  out  of  the  question  altogether  for  the  purpose  of 

the  present  argument;  possibly  the  vessel  was  out  of  it; 

but  the  increased  premium  was  taken  for  the  chance  of  her 

having  been  in  it.     The  question  of  materiality  is  certainly 

for  the  jury ;  but  they  must  take  a  reasonable  view  of  the 

facts,  and  if  they  form  an  erroneous  conclusion  on  the 

point,  the  Court  will  send  the  case  to  a  new  trial ;  Bridget 

V.  Hunter  (a). 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — As  the  defendant  must  pay  the 
costs  of  a  new  trial,  and  as  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether 
the  point  now  urged,  of  the  voyage  from  Oporto  to  London 

(a)  1  M.  &  Sel.  15. 
t2 
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^^*i  ^ij"^^'  becoming  material,  and  that  from  Malaga  to  London  ceasing 
v.^...,^,,.!.^  to  be  so,  was  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  jury, 
Westburt  we  think  the  defendant  should  have  another  opportunity 
Aberdein.  of  contesting  that  point.  If  the  additional  risk  arose  from 
the  storm  alone,  the  underwriters  certainly  took  a  good 
premium  for  that  risk.  I  will  not  say,  however,  if  the 
time  of  the  voyage  from  Oporto  to  London  turned  out  to 
be  considerably  more  than  the  average  length,  that  the 
jury,  under  all  the  circumstances,  might  have  come  to  the 
same  conclusion.  My  brother  Parke  seems  to  think  that 
the  fact  of  the  arrival  of  the  other  vessel  so  long  before, 
both  vessels  having  been  together  off  Oporto,  of  itself 
makes  a  difference  in  the  case.  As  the  defendant  must 
pay  the  costs^  it  may  be  as  well,  therefore,  that  he  should 
have  a  new  trial.  The  siorm  will  then  be  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, because  the  point  now  pressed  is,  that  the  fact  of  the 
one  vessel  having  arrived  so  long  before  the  insurance  waa 
effected  varied  the  risk.  That  point  certainly  was  not  put 
to  the  jury,  at  least  not  through  me.  The  jury  may  con- 
sider even  that  risk  covered  by  the  extra  premium  taken 
by  the  underwriters. 

Parke,  B. — I  think  that  question  should  be  submitted 
to  the  jury. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  on  payment  of  coats. 


Attwill  v.  Baker. 

Where t rule  HuMPREY  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside 
[he  ulue^^^^*  the  issue  and  notice  of  trial  in  this  cause  for  irregularity, 

notice  of  trial,  u  i.       u 

on  the  ground  that  the  former  waa  delivered  aa  for  trial  at  the  aitUnga,  and  the  latter  before  toe 
Secondary,  was  drawn  up  on  reading  the  Judge'a  order  for  trial  before  the  Secondary,  the  Court 
took  judicial  notice  that  it  waa  an  order  in  the  cause,  though  that  waa  not  stated  in  the  al&davita. 
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on  the  authority  of  Ward  v.  Peel  (a) ;  the  plaintiff  having  Bxch.  of  Pka; 
delivered  an  issue  in  the  ordinary  form,  as  for  trial  at  the     v      J^' 
sittings,  and  a  notice  of  trial  before  the  Secondary. 

Lumleff,  who  shewed  cause,  objected  that  it  did  not 
sufficiently  appear  that  there  was  any  Judge's  order  for 
trial  before  the  Secondary  ;  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
rule  stating  only  that  the  issue  and  notice  of  trial  had 
been  delivered.  The  issue,  therefore,  was  not  shewn  to 
be  irregular,  although  the  notice  of  trial  was  certainly 
bad. 

Humfrey  answered,  that  the  rule  was  drawn  up  on 
reading  the  Judge's  order,  and  the  Court  would  therefore 
take  judicial  notice  that  it  was  an  order  in  the  cause. 

Parke,  B. — That  is  sufficient— The  plaintiff  may  amend 
on  payment  of  the  costs  of  this  appUcation. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly, 
ffl)  1  M.  &  W.  743. 


Wallis  r.  Day  and  Another. 

Covenant  on  an  indenture,  dated  the  8th  July,  1830,  The  pLintia; 

made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  de-  tVihraifen-^ 

fendants  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the  defendants    for  <i«nt«  h»  trade 

'  and  buiiness 

between  London  «.d  WUbech  and.  in  con.ider..ion  of  the  coyentnU  therein  ronutaed'on  Ih. 
drf«,d.„t.'  part,  corenented  with  them  that  he  would  not  thenceforth,  dorlng  hiX.  exerd«  h^ 
trade  of,  cwner,  except  ••  thereinafter  mentioned;  and  that  he  would  ihenafirth  dLri^ITu  l  f. 
fathfu  l,  «nre  the  defendant,  a.  an  ...istant  in  the  trade  of  a  carrir!  and  the  drfindanu  h^V^n ' 
juteradono  the  before-mentioned  coren.n...  and  of  the  plaintir.  f.i?hfi,l  «^"  "X^d" 
covenanted  to  pay  him  a  certain  weekly  lum  for  his  life.  In  an  action  againrt  ihrdrfendantlTon 
tbu  «,»«„„,:_»«,  that  the  plaintiff',  covenant  to  .erve  during  hi.  l^wLZ^iriawa'S 

S^n^r*"*"'  '•"  "•"l""  "^  "';  '"''•  ""  •""  'o"'  «n""«'ch  M  he  wa.  no'TtbwI.^wT;  re^ 
ITtSl'tje^dln';:'""  "•  """''"•  ""■"""""  '^''"»  "  »"  '-  •nyo'herway  t{.r;:„L.l 

1  ?'^'  "•'•••'«•■>  »npporing  thii  covenant  were  void,  a.  bdns  in  eeneral  rMnlnt  »f  t^n,  .1.. 
plMtiffeoBld  neverthelcM  have  .ued  on  the  defendant.'  ..vewnuo %,  f  '^^  ** 
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Bxeh.  of  PUoi,  the  considerations  therein  mentioned,    covenanted  with 
1837. 

the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  for  fifteen  years  tlie  weekly  sum  of 

2LSs,  lOd.  The  declaration  alleged  as  a  breach  that  there 
was  due  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  39/.  98.  of  such  weekly 
payments,  for  eighteen  weeks  ending  on  the  22d  October, 
1836.  The  defendiants  demurred,  after  craving  oyer  of 
the  indenture,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had 
for  many  years  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  carrier  fromLon- 
don  to  St.  Ives  and  thence  to  Wisbech,  and  had  agreed 
with  the  defendants  for  the  sale  or  relinquishment  to  them 
of  his  trade  or  business,  on  the  terms  and  conditions  there- 
inafter expressed ;  tt  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of 
the  covenants,  stipulations,  and  agreements,  thereinafter 
contained  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  sold, 
assigned,  and  relinquished  to  the  defendants  all  the  good- 
will and  interest  which  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  in  or  con- 
cerning the  said  trade  or  business  as  a  carrier,  as  the 
same  had  been  and  then  was  carried  on,  and  exercised 
and  enjoyed  by  him,  and  all  his  estate  and  interest 
therein.  And  the  plaintiff,  for  the  considerations  therein- 
before expressed,  and  in  consideration  of  the  covenants 
thereinafter  contained  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  co- 
venanted with  the  defendants,  that  he  would  not,  at 
any  time  from  thenceforth  during  the  term  of  his  natural 
life,  either  by  or  for  himself,  or  for  or  with  any  other 
person  or  persons  whomsoever  in  trust  for  him,  or  to  or 
for  his  use,  benefit,  or  advantage,  set  up,  exercise,  or  in 
any  sort  or  manner  howsoever  use  or  follow  the  trade  or 
business  of  a  carrier,  except  as  thereinafter  was  excepted, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  s]u»uld  and  would  from  thenceforth 
during  his  life  well  and  faithfully  serve  the  defendants  as 
an  assistant  in  the  said  trade  or  business  of  a  carrier,  &c. 
And  the  defendants,  for  the  considerations  before  ex- 
pressed, and  in  consideration  of  the  Ciivenants  therein- 
before contained,  and  of  the  good  and  faithful  service  of 
the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that 
they  would  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  him,  for  the  term 


HIL\UY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  27'> 

of  fifteen  years  from  the  date  thereof,  the  weekly  sum  of  Exek.  <^  Pleat, 
21.  3«.  lOdLi  and  for  the  remainder  of  his  hfe,  if  he  should 
be  living  at  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  fifteen  years, 
the  weekly  sum  of  1/.  8^.  lOd.  The  indenture  then  con- 
tained a  proviso  for  referring  disputes  touching  the 
plaintiff's  conduct  to  arbitration. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. — The  grounds  of  demurrer  stated 
in  the  margin  were,  that  the  indenture  was  void  as  being 
in  restraint  of  trade,  the  plaintiff  being  prohibited  from 
exercising  the  trade  during  his  life,  and  everywhere,  in- 
stead of  the  prohibition  being  confined  to  a  particular 
district,  or  the  line  of  road  of  the  defendants,  or  to  the 
period  during  which  the  defendants  or  either  of  them 
should  continue  to  exercise  the  trade :  That  it  did  not 
appear  that  there  had  been  actual  service  rendered  by  the 
plaintifff  to  the  defendants :  and  moreover,  that  the  weekly 
sum  being  entire,  and  one  of  the  considerations  for  the 
payment  thereof  being  invalid,  the  contract  was  wholly 
void* 

Kellf/i  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  covenant 
whereby  tlie  plaintiff  engages  not  to  exercise  his  trade 
during  his  life,  being  in  general  restraint  of  trade,  is  void; 
and  inasmuch  as  it  forms  a  part  of  the  entire  considera- 
tion for  the  defendants'  covenants,  they  are  avoided  also. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  argue  that  the  declaration  is  bad  for 
want  of  an  allegation  that  the  service  has  been  performed  : 
the  general  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  has  performed  all 
he  was  bound  by  his  contract  to  perform  may  be  sufficient 
to  meet  that  objection,  and  as  the  covenants  are  inde- 
pendent, even  if.  the  defendants  had  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiflT  had  performed  no  service,  it  would  have  been  no 
answer  to  the  action.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  condition,  but 
of  an  affirmative  covenant  entered  into  in  consideration 
of  several  covenants  on  the  other  side,  one  of  which  is  ne- 
gative ;  and  therefore,  although  the  negative  covenant  be 
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•J2*c*.  1^  Pleat,  broken,  the  affirmative  covenants  must  be  performed. 
Hunlocke  v.  Blacklowe  (a).  And  so,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  performance  of  the  service  will  not  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover,  unless  he  be  entitled  otherwise.  No  question, 
therefore,  arises  on  the  performance  or  non-performance  of 
the  service.  But  one  of  the  considerations  for  the  defend- 
ant's covenant  to  pay  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  the  cove* 
nant  is  not  binding.  It  is  true^  the  contract  being  by  deed, 
no  consideration  need  be  shewn  for  it;  but  it  being  stated 
in  the  deed,  and  averred  in  pleading,  that  it  was  entered 
into  for  various  considerations,  if  one  of  them  cannot  be 
enforced,  the  contract  is  avoided.  Now  this  being  an  abso- 
lute contract,  binding  the  plaintiff  not  to  carry  on  trade 
for  his  whole  life,  not  limited  in  point  either  of  time  or 
place,  is  void  as  against  public  policy,  and  on  the  autho- 
rity of  all  the  cases.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Can  you  shew 
any  case,  except  where  the  prohibition  was  attempted  to 
be  enforced  ?  I  should  require  a  strong  authority  to  say, 
(although  the  prohibition  would  not  be  binding  as  against 
the  party  himself),  that,  there  being  nothing  criminal 
in  the  contract,  he  should  not  have  the  benefit  of  it,  where 
he  has  in  fact  performed  it.]  It  cannot  make  any  material 
distinction  whether  the  question  arises  in  the  one  form  or 
in  the  other;  the  cases  go  to  the  extent  that  the  restraint 
is  illegal,  and  therefore  not  binding.  If  it  be  illegal  in 
itself,  and  therefore  void,  how  can  tlie  other  covenant 
stand  which  is  founded  on  it  ?  This  is  a  case  quite  diffe- 
rent from  that  of  a  matter  merely  prohibited  by  statute :  the 
ground  on  which  the  principle  proceeds  is  not  merely  that 
the  prohibition  is  personally  injurious  to  the  individual, 
but  that  it  is  prejudicial  to  the  public,  and  therefore  that 
the  contract  is  avoided  altogether.  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds  (A), 
Chesman  v.  Nainby  (c),  Homer  v.  Ashford  {d),   Young  v* 


(a)  2  Saund.  155  a.  (c)  2  Sim.  739. 

(b)  1  P.  Wms.  181.  {d)  3  Bing.  322;  II  Moore,  9L 
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Timmins  (a).    Those  autliorities  shew  that  even  a  partial  Etek,  of  PUat, 
restraint  of  trade  is  void,  unless  it  clearly  appear  that  there  _ 

is  an  adequate  consideration  to  support  it.  Here  every 
covenant  is  absolute.  Suppose  the  defendants  left  off  trade 
altogether,  the  plaintiff  would  yet  be  bound  to  remain  idle 
for  the  rest  of  his  life,  depending  on  tliem  for  this  small  al- 
lowance. So,  if  they  became  bankrupts,  or  otherwise  unable 
to  pay  it  him,  yet  he — his  covenant  being  absolute  and  in- 
dependent— ^is  still  precluded  from  carrying  on  his  trade  for 
his  own  ^upport.  The  consideration  is  therefore  bad  for 
inadequacy,  because  it  is  oppressive  on  the  plaintiff,  and 
places  him  at  the  mercy  of  the  defendants'  circumstances. 
Homer  v.  Graves  (b)  is  directly  in  point.  There  the 
defendant^  a  dentist,  covenanted,  in  consideration  of  re- 
ceiving from  the  plaintiff  professional  instruction  and  a 
salary  determinable  at  three  months'  notice,  not  to  practise 
within  a  district  of  two  hundred  miles  in  diameter;  and 
this  covenant,  though  limited,  was  held  unreasonable  and 
void.  Again,  suppose  the  defendants  were  by  any  means 
prevented  from  having  the  benefit  of  (he  plaintiff's  services, 
or  that,  although  personally  continuing  his  services,  he 
carries  on  business  for  himself  in  the  name  of  another  per- 
son, using  his  own  means  and  connexion — are  the  de- 
fendants, nevertheless,  to  continue  to  pay  him  the  allow- 
ance? [Parke,  B. — The  failure  of  consideration  is  no- 
thing, in  the  case  of  a  contract  under  seal ;  you  can  only 
rely  on  the  ground  that  the  covenant  not  to  trade  is  against 
public  policy,  and  therefore  void.  No  doubt,  if  it  is  a 
consideration  for  any  part  of  this  weekly  payment,  you 
cannot  say  for  what  part.]  The  argument  is  not  that  there 
is  no  consideration  for  the  covenant  to  pay,  but  that  the 
consideration  is  a  bad  one,  in  contravention  of  the  policy 
of  the  law,  which  vitiates,  therefore,  any  contract  that  is 
founded  upon  it. 

(a)  1  C.  &  J.  331.  (6)  7  Bing.  736;  6  M.  «6  P.  768. 
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BMch.  tf  Piioif       fVightman,  contr4. — It  being  admitted  that  the  cove- 


1837. 


nants  on  either  side  are  absolute  and  independent,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  on  thu  independent  covenant 
for  the  payment  of  money,  even  though  the  covenant  in 
restraint  of  trade  be  void.  There  is  a  known  distinction 
between  contracts  illegal  by  statute,  and  illegal  at  common 
law :  in  the  former  case,  the  whole  contract  is  void ;  in 
the  latter,  a  covenant,  if  independent,  may  be  enforced, 
although  part  of  the  consideration  for  it  be  bad.  Pigoi's 
ease  (a),  Norton  v.  Simmes  (6),  Fetherston  v.  HtUeJdn" 
son  (c),  Newman  v.  Newman  (cf ),  Gi-eenwood  v.  Bishop  of 
London  (e).  Here  the  defendants'  covenant  is  so  inde- 
pendent, as  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  declare  upon  it 
per  se.  It  is  the  same  thing  as  if  it  stood  simpUciter  as  a 
covenant  for  payment  of  money,  without  rererence  to  any 
consideration  whatsoever.  Although,  therefore,  there 
may  be  one  of  the  plaintiff's  covenants  which  the  defen- 
dants cannot  enforce  against  him,  he  is  entitled  to  recover. 
All  the  cases  referred  to  on  the  other  side  were  actions  to 
enforce  the  illegal  covenant  itself. 

But,  secondly,  the  plaintiff's  covenant  is  legal.  The 
result  of  the  authorities  is,  that  contracts  in  abstract  and 
general  restraint  of  trade  are  bad  at  common  law,  as  being 
contrary  to  public  policy ;  but  that  a  partial  restraint  may 
be  good,  if  founded  on  an  adequate  consideration.  There 
is  no  decision  as  to  the  particular  kind  of  qualification 
which  is  necessary,  though  generally  it  has  consisted 
in  a  limitation  of  time  or  place;  but  any  qualification 
is  sufiicient.  Now  here,  there  is  no  absolute  restraint 
of  trade  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  he  is  only  limited 
as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  it  on,  viz.,  that  be  is 
bound  to  carry  it  on  as  an  assistant  to  the  defendants. 
The  public  may  still  have  all  the  benefit  of  his  talents 

(a)  1 1  Rep.  27,  b.  (d)  4M.&  Sel.  eS. 

(h)  Hob.  14.  U)  6  Taunt.  72?. 

(c)  Cro.  Eliz.  199. 
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and  skill,  and  he  may  possibly  carry  it  on  in  the  manner  Bxeh.  of  Pirw, 
most  beneficial  to  himself,  since  he  might  not  have  capital 
to  trade  on  his  own  account.  Is  there  then  any  inadequacy 
in  the  consideration  ?  On  the  contrary,  he  is  to  be  pro- 
vided for  in  a  manner  which  he  considers  sufBcient,  for 
the  remainder  of  his  life.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  part- 
nership agreements,  nothing  is  more  common  than  to  sti- 
pulate that  neither  party  shall  carry  on  trade  except  as  a 
partner.]  So  in  contracts  of  apprenticeship,  it  is  every 
day's  practice  to  stipulate  that  the  apprentice  shall  not 
work  for  anybody  else.  There  is  no  principle  which  says 
that  a  man  shall  not  be  restrained  from  being  a  master 
trader ;  it  is  the  disabling  a  man  from  exercising  his  talents 
in  trade  at  all,  which  is  contrary  to  public  policy.  Young 
V.  Timmins  is  the  nearest  case  to  the  present.  There  the 
undertaking  of  the  defendants  was  to  employ  the  party  as 
theretofore^  and  it  appeared  that  this  might  relieve  them 
from  employing  him  at  all ;  and  therefore  the  Court  said 
that  it  was  an  inadequate  consideration  for  his  engagement 
not  to  work  for  any  other  person.  But  here,  the  plaintiff 
may  carry  on  his  trade  for  the  defendants'  benefit,  and 
they  are  bound  for  his  whole  life  to  pay  him  the  weekly 
sum  agreed  upon. 

Kelly i  in  reply. — It  is  very  doubtful  whether  the  agree- 
ment of  the  plaintiff  to  serve  for  life  is  good  in  law.  He 
thereby  binds  up  his  hands  from  all  means  of  improving 
his  condition,  and  obtaining  the  reward  of  his  skill  and 
industry,  whatever  profits  he  may  be  the  means  of  making 
for  the  defendants.  But  however  that  may  be,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  a  service  to  another,  at  a  weekly  payment,  is 
a  carrying  on  of  trade ;  otherwise  the  question  never  could 
have  arisen,  since  in  every  case  the  party  has  for  some  time 
been  serving  somebody.  It  is  not  being  such  a  trader  as 
will  enable  the  pLiintiff  to  increase  the  commerce  c>f  the 
country,  or,  except  in  a  limited  and  definite  degree,  pro- 
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ExeKqfPUat,  cure  Credit  or  profit  to  himself.  Moreover,  this  is  clearly  a 
proliibition  to  carry  on  trade  in  any  way^  anywhere  m 
England  except  on  the  particular  line  of  road  specified. 
As  to  the  distinction  taken  between  acts  prohibited  by 
statute  and  at  common  law,  it  is  said  in  Mitchell  v.  Rey^ 
nolds,  that  restraint  of  trade  is  in  direct  infringement  of 
Magna  Charta.  But  the  distinction  does  not  apply  to 
anything  which  is  void  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy. 
No  doubt,  where  the  contracts  are  separable,  and  one  of 
them  can  be  ascribed  to  a  lawful  consideration,  that  may 
be  enforced ;  but  here  they  are  not  separable :  it  is  a 
covenant  to  pay  one  entire  weekly  sum  of  money  in  con- 
sideration of  several  difierent  things,  one  of  which  is  bad. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — This  was  an  action  of  covenant 
on  an  indenture,  by  which  the  defendants  bound  them- 
selves to  pay  the  plaintiff  a  weekly  sum  during  his  life.  It 
appeared  from  the  indenture,  which  was  set  out  on  oyer, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  carrier  between  London  and 
Wisbech,  and  that  the  defendants  contracted  with  him 
to  purchase  the  goodwill  of  his  business,  and  to  take  him 
into  their  service  at  a  weekly  salary;  and  the  plaintiff  co* 
venanted  with  the  defendants  to  refrain  from  carrying  on 
the  business  of  a  carrier  during  his  life,  except  as  therein 
mentioned,  and  to  serve  them  faithfully  in  that  business  for 
his  life.  The  defendants  demurred,  on  the  ground  that 
this  covenant,  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  was  illegal,  and 
that  therefore  the  whole  contract  was  void.  I  cannot  how- 
ever accede  to  that  conclusion.  If  a  party  enters  into 
several  covenants,  one  of  which  cannot  be  enforced  against 
him,  he  is  not  therefore  released  from  performing  the 
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Others.  And  in  the  present  case,  the  defendants  might  Ereh.  of  PUat^ 
have  maintained  an  action  against  the  plaintiff  for  not 
rendering  them  the  services  he  covenanted  to  perform, 
there  being  nothing  illegal  in  that  part  of  the  contract. 
It  was  urged,  however,  that  as  the  contract  is  to  serve  for 
life,  it  is  illegal.  There  is  no  authority  for  that  position, 
and  I  know  of  no  principle  that  makes  it  so ;  on  the  con- 
trary, my  brother  Parke  has  referred  me  to  a  case  in 
Viner  (a),  in  which  it  is  laid  down,  that  in  order  to  main- 
tain an  action  against  a  person  who  contracts  to  serve  for 
life,  the  contract  must  be  by  deed.  The  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  favour  of  the  plaintiflf  is  sufficiently  sustained  by 
the  authorities  that  were  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, and  especially  the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds. 
The  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  contract  in  general  restraint  of 
trade  is  void,  as  being  against  the  policy  of  the  law ;  but 
if  the  contract  be  made  on  sufficient  consideration,  and  the 
public  gain  some  advantage,  it  will  be  good.  Suppose  a 
man  engaged  in  trade  is  desirous,  when  old  age  approaches, 
of  selling  the  goodwill  of  his  business — why  may  he  not 
bind  himself  to  enter  into  the  service  of  another,  and  to 
trade  no  more  on  his  own  account  ?  So  long  as  he  is  able, 
he  is  bound  to  render  his  services ;  and  it  cannot  be  said 
to  be  a  contract  in  absolute  restraint  of  trade,  when  he 
contracts  to  serve  another  for  his  life  in  the  same  trade. 
On  these  grounds,  we  think  there  is  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion to  take  this  case  out  of  the  general  rule  of  law. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifT. 
(a)  16  Wxk.  Abr.  323;  Master  and  Senrant,  (N)  5. 
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Exeh,  of  PUas, 
1837. 

'  Joseph  Palmer  v.  Jarmain. 

If  a  party,  TrOVER  for  a  bill  ofexchange  for  18/.  16^.  &/.,  dated 

the  holder  of  the  13th  October,  1835,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon  and 

change'trget  accepted  by  one  John  Palmer,  payable  to  the  plaintiff  or 

it  diacounted,  ^jg  order  two  months  after  date,  and  indorsed  by  the  plain- 

and  to  apply  the  ^  ... 

proceeds  in  a  tiff.  Plea,  as  to  the  converting  and  disposing  of  the  said 
doea^t^t^*^'  bill  of  exchange,  that  heretofore,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff 
mi!S?"°fe?an"*  ^*®  posscssed  of  the  said  bill,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  he  the  plain- 
part  of  the  pro-  tiff  applied  to  and  requested  the  defendant  to  get  the  said 
be  sued  in  bill  discounted  for  the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant  then 
biU^btttmMt  agreed  to  do,  and  the  plaintiff  then  delivered  the  same 
be  sued  for  to  the  defendant  for  that  purpose,  and  further  requested 

money  bad  and 

received.  him,  after  he  should  have  got  the  said  bill  discounted,  to 

take  up  and  pay  out  of  the  proceeds  a  certain  other  bill 
of  exchange  for  the  sum  of  9/.  7#.  &£/.,  then  in  the  hands 
of  one  T.  W.  D. ;  and  the  plaintiff  then  further  directed 
the  defendant  to  deduct  the  sum  of  21.  from  such  pro- 
ceeds for  his  trouble,  &c.,  and  the  sum  of  1/.  5s.  then  due 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  afterwards  to  hold 
the  balance,  after  making  Ruch  payment  and  deductions, 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  then  proceeded  to  av^r,  that 
the  defendant  did  get  the  bill  discounted,  and  made  the 
above-mentioned  payment  and  deductions  out  of  tiie  pro- 
ceeds, and  helil  the  balance  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plain- 
*  tiff  replied  to  this  plea,  admitting  that  he  requested  the 
defendant  to  get  the  bill  discounted,  but  denying  that 
he  authorized  him  to  make  the  payment  or  deductions 
mentioned  in  the  plea ;  but  alleging,  on  the  contrary,  that 
he  directed  him  to  pay  over  the  whole  of  the  proceeds  to 
him,  the  plaintiff.  To  this  replication  there  was  a  special 
demurrer,  on  the  grounds,  that  it  admitted  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not  convert  the  bill;  that  it  tendered  an 
immaterial  issue;  and  that  it  was  a  departure  from  the 
declaration.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Bait  was  about  to  argue  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  £mA.  ^  FUat, 
but  no  counsel  appeared  to  support  the  replication.  ^ 

PAUfUR 

Lord  AsiNGBRf  C.  B. — The  facts  alleged  in  the  plea,      Jarkaik. 
and  admitted  by  the  replication,  shew  tiiat  ti»e  action 
should  have  been  for  money  had  and  received. 

ParkBi  B. — The  defendant  does  nothing  with  the  bill 
which  he  was  not  authorized  to  do ;  but  having  disposed 
of  it,  and  made  it  the  property  of  another,  which  he  had 
a  right  to  do  under  the  authority  given  him  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  get  it  discounted,  if  he  has  misapplied  any  part  of 
the  proceeds,  he  must  be  sued  for  the  amount  as  money 
had  and  received. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (a). 

(a)  See  Stiemtld  v.  Ho/tfnt,  4  B.  &  Gr.  5. 


Hill  v.  Allen. 

Assumpsit  on  an  attorney's  bill,  with   counts  for  A  special  plea 
money  paid,  and  on  an  account  stated.    Pleas,  first,  non  ^  auorney't*'' 
assumpsit;  ^condly,  that  the  sums  of  money  in  the  second  wii,  which  seta 
and  third  counts  mentioned,  and  therein  respectively  alleged  that  the  plaintiff 
to  have  been  due  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  bunness  so 
money  paid  by  him  for  the  use  of  the  defendant,  and  for  "jS^^iy  ^* 
money  found  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  *<>  ^  u%eicu  to 

the  defendant^ 

an  account  stated  between  them,  were  monies  expended  ~or,thatitwaa 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  charges  made  by  him,  for  and  in  re-  ^dei^i^  from 
spect  of  the  work  and  labour,  care,  diligence,  journeys  the  plaintiff 
and  attendances  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  therein  ezpenBes,— 
alleged  to  have  been  performed  and  bestowed  by  the  plaintiff  d'emuner^^!!^ 
as  the  attorney  and  solicitor  of  and  for  the  defendant;  and  S^^^^l^*® 
the  defendant  says,  that,  in  the  performing  and  bestowing  of  ^ue. 
the  said  work  and  labour,  &c.,  the  plaintiff,  as  such  at- 
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Sxeh,  of  Pleas,  torney  and  solicitor,  conducted  himself  so  negligently«  care- 
^  '  ^  lessly,  unskilfully,  and  improperly,  that  the  same  be- 
HiLL  came  and  were  wholly  hieiPectual  and  useless  to  him  the 
Allem.  defendant.  Verification. — Third  plea,  that  the  defendant 
is  an  illiterate  person,  wholly  unacquainted  with  the  legal 
requisites  to  entitle  any  person  to  strike  a  docket  against 
another,  or  with  the  legal  consequences  of  such  a  proceed- 
ing ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  being  an  attorney,  learned  in 
the  law,  and  well  knowing  the  premises,  on  the  26th  May, 
1835,  advised  him,  the  defendant,  that  by  virtue  of  a  cer- 
tain promissory  note  then  in  his  possession,  he  was  legally 
entitled  to  strike  a  docket  against  one  J.  H.,  and  requested 
him  to  strike  the  said  docket,  and  to  authorize  the  plain- 
tiff to  act  as  the  attorney  of  him,  the  defendant,  in  that 
behalf,  and  promised  him,  if  he  would  strike  such  docket, 
to  indemnify  him  from  all  costs,  damages,  and  expenses 
occasioned  thereby,  and  to  take  care  that  he  should  incur 
no  risk  or  loss  in  any  way;  and  the  defendant  says,  that  he, 
relying  upon  the  said  advice  and  promise  of  the  plaintiff, 
did,  under  his  advice,  and  by  and  through  his  agency  as 
the  attorney  of  him  the  defendant,  strike  the  said  docket; 
and  that  the  said  several  sums  of  money  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  therein  supposed  to  be  due  from  him  to 
the  plaintiff,  are  costs,  damages,  and  expenses  occasioned 
by  striking  the  said  docket.     Verification. 

To  these  two  latter  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  spe- 
cially, on  the  ground  that  they  amounted  only  to  the  gene- 
ral issue  ;  and  the  defendant  joined  in  demurrer. 

Lumleff,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

M'Mahon,  contr&,  urged  that  the  third  plea  at  all 
events  was  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  since  it 
admitted  that  work  was  done  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  de- 
fendant's attorney,  which  was  beneficial  to  the  defendant, 
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but  avoided  it  by  setting  up  a  counter-contract;  wbichi  ^'^\^^^^^* 
for  avoiding  circuity  of  action,  was  allowable.  [PariCf  B. — 
It  comes  to  tbe  same  thing  as  the  second ;  that  the  plain* 
tiff  has  not  performed  such  services  as  entitled  him  to  be 
paid.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  defendant's  answer  is, 
I  made  no  such  promise  as  you  allege,  because  you  in- 
demnified me.]  But  the  plea  discloses  also  that  the  de- 
fendant was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  by  the 
fraudulent  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff;  if  so,  it 
ought,  under  the  new  rules,  to  be  pleaded  specially. 

Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — ^The  plea  is,  that  the  defendant 
made  no  such  contract  at  all  as  is  declared  upon.  Both 
pleas  are  clearly  bad. 

Parke,  B. — So  far  as  relates  to  this  action,  it  amounts 
to  an  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  to  give  his  services  for 
nothing.  The  defendant  denies  that  there  ever  was  a  con- 
tract in  respect  of  which  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff money  on  request. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Gurnby,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 

(a)  See  Coutiiu  ▼.  Paddon,  2  C.      ib.  333;  Jones  ▼.  Reade,  1  Ner.  & 
M.  &  R.  547 ;  CfnmnieU  v.  Lamb,      P.  18. 
1  M. &  W.  362;  Jonei  r.  Namey, 


Casley  v.  Binns. 

^ERVIS  (on  the  27th  January),  shewed  cause  against  a  Whentwit 
rule  nisi  for  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  of  Middle-  SSSinof^* 

. .  ,     ^  .  motion  to  let 

■tide  a  regnlmr  bad-bond  or  attachment,  that  the  plaintiff  haf  been  prevented  from  trying  his  caute 
by  tbe  irregularity  of  the  defendant's  proceedings,  he  Is  entitled  to  have  the  bail-bond  or  attach- 
ment stand  as  a  security,  although  it  appear  that  the  rule  to  set  it  aside  might  have  been  di^KMcd 
of  in  tiose  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  enter  and  try  his  cause  at  the  regular  time. 
VOL.  II.  U  II.  W. 
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Sxeh,  of  pieoM,  aex  for  not  bringing  in  the  body.  The  arrest  was  on  the 
^  ^  SIst  December;  on  the  5th  January  the  sheriff  was 
Casl^t  ruled  to  return  the  writ ;  on  the  7th  bail  was  put  in ;  on 
BfNKB.  ^h^  ll^h  notice  of  exception  was  given;  and  on  the  same 
day  the  plaintiff  declared  de  bene  esse»  laying  the  venue 
in  London.  The  last  term  sittings  in  London  were  on  this 
day,  the  27th.  On  the  13th,  notice  of  justification  of  bail 
was  given  for  the  16th,  on  which  day  the  body  rule  ex- 
pired. Two  persons  were  proposed  as  bail,  one  of  whom 
having  fallen  ill,  on  the  1 6th  application  was  made  for 
further  time  to  justify,  and  four  days'  time  was  given,  on 
payment  of  costs,  and  on  putting  the  plaintiff  in  the  same 
situation.  On  the  18th  a  fresh  notice  of  justification  was 
given  for  the  20th  ;  but  in  the  meantime  the  defendantls 
attorney  found  that  the  bail  was  too  ill  to  come  up  to 
justify  ;  and  on  the  20th  the  defendant  was  rendered,  and 
at  three  o'clock  on  the  same  day  notice  was  given  to  the 
plaintifi^s  attorney  of  the  render.  On  the  21st  the 
plaintiff  obtained  the  present  rule. — The  first  question 
was,  whether  the  render  was  in  time.  Now  the  object  of 
the  body  rule  being  to  compel  the  defendant  to  justify  or 
render,  either  of  which  gives  the  plaintiff  the  same  security, 
the  order  for  further  time  should  be  construed  as  giving 
time  to  render  as  well  as  justify.  The  render  is  de  facto 
the  same  as  putting  in  bail. 

[It  being  stated  on  the  other  side,  however,  that  the  costs 
had  not  yet  been  paid,  Jervis  admitted  that  he  could  not 
discharge  the  rule  on  this  point,  except  on  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  former  order  and  of  this  application.] 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  attachment  is  to 
stand  as  a  security.  The  body  rule  enlarges  the  time  for 
perfecting  bail.  The  declaration  de  bene  esse  is  not  com- 
plete until  bail  is  perfected ;  the  defendant  would  therefore 
have  been  entitled  to  four  days  from  the  16th  for  pleading; 
that  would  carry  on  the  time  until  the  20th;  then  the 
eight  days*  notice  of  trial  would  have  carried  the  plaintiff 
over  the  sittings  of  this  term. 
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Humfrey^  contra. — ^When  the  defendant  perfects  bail,  RxcKrfPlem, 
the  four  days  run»  not  from  the  16th,  the  date  of  the  ex*  - 

piration  of  the  body  rule,  but  from  the  11th,  the  date  of       Oailby 
the  declaration  de  bene  esse.     [Parke  B. — Do  not  you        stNiif. 
stand  in   the  same  situation  as  if  you  had  issued  your 
attachment  on  the  Slst,  instead  of  obtaining  a  rule  nisi 
merely  ?     In  that  case  the  defendant  would  have  applied 
on  the  22d  to  set  it  aside  on  payment  of  costs ;  that  rule 
would  have  been  disposed  of  at  all  events  on  the  S5th,  and 
you  would  have  been  in  time  to  enter  your  cause  for  trial 
to-day.]     The  question  is  not  when  the  rule  would  or 
would  not  have  come  on  to  be  discussed,  but  whether,  by 
the  irregular  proceedings  of  the  defendant^  the  plaintiff 
has  been  prevented  from  going  to  trial.     Rule  V •  of  H.  T. 
2  W.  4,  directs,  that  upon  staying  proceedings   on   an 
attachment  against   the  sheriff  for  not  bringing  in  the 
body,  the  attachment  shall  stand  as  a  security,  if  the  plain- 
tiff shall  have  declared  de  bene  esse,  and  shall  have  been 
prevented,  for  want  of  special  bail  being  perfected  in  due 
time,  from  entering  his  cause  for  trial,  in  a  town  cause,  in 
the  term  next  after  that  in  which  the  writ  is  returnable, 
and  in  a  country  cause,  at  the  ensuing  assizes.     The  only 
question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  supposing  both  parties 
had  been  regular  throughout,   and   there   had  been  no 
application  on  either  side,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
tried  at  these  sittings :  otherwise  it  would  depend,  not  on  . 
the  regularity  of  the  plaintiff's  proceedings,  but  on  the 
time  when  the  defendant  comes  to  shew  cause  against  the 
rule  for  an  attachment,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  lost  a 
trial.    The  object  of  the  rule  is,  that  the  attachment  shall 
stand  as  a  security,  if  by  the  defendant's  irregularity  he 
has  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  trying, — whenever  the 
rule  for  an  attachment  is  disposed  of.  Suppose  this  were  a 
country  cause,  and  bail  ought  to  have  been  put  in  on  the 
last  day  of  Term,  which  would  enable  the  plaintiff  to  try 
at  the  ensuing  assizes;  and  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 

u2 
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Bsek.  of  Pitat,  Term  the  defendant  comes  to  set  aside  an  attachment  on 
1837 

^     payment  of  costs ;  would  it  depend  on  the  question  when 

Cailby       that  rule  was  disposed  of,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  lost  a 

BiNNi.        trial? 

Parke,  B. — The  reference  to  the  second  part  of  Che 
rule  certainly  shews  that  your  construction  of  the  first 
branch  of  it  is  the  right  one.  The  question  does  not 
depend  on  the  time  when  the  rule  for  an  attachment  is 
discussed,  but  on  the  /act  whether^  if  the  defendant  had 
been  regular,  the  plaintiff  could  have  gone  to  trial.  If  by 
the  default  of  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  has  been  pre- 
vented from  trying  his  cause,  the  attachment  is  to  stand  as 
a  security. — The  rule  will  be  discharged  on  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  order  for  further  time,  and  of  the  present 
application. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 


White  v.  FarRtER. 

Where  the  date  ^  WANN  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
««ml?w«  diet  found  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  which  was  tried 
untruly  stated     before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex  on  a  writ  of  trial. 

In  a  writ  of  trial,  t       „         ,     .  •     .. 

the  Court  set  on  the  ground  of  several  alleged  irregularities,  one 
which^h^  ^  o^  which  was,  that  the  writ  of  summons  was  not  truly 
lecc^red**  Stated  in  the  writ  of  trial,  inasmuch  as  it  was  alleged  to 
thereon,  the  have  been  sued  out  on  the  ISth  September,  whereas  it 
baringappeared  vas  in  fact  issued  on  the  30th.  The  defendant  did  not 
at  u>e  trial.        appear  at  the  trial. 

Hindmarch  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that  the  applica- 
tion ought  to  have  been  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  trial,  and 
not  the  verdict. 
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ParkEi  B. — ^The  writ  is  yoid,  and  all  the  proceedings  JSxth.  ^  pum, 
under  it  are  therefore  irregular ;  and  the  irregularity  has 
not  been  waived.    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  WhippU  v.  ManUy,  1  M.  &  W.  432. 


Rex  v.  Atkins. 

JL  HIS  was  a  scire  faciaa  at  the  suit  of  the  Attorney  Ge-  Lioenceignnt- 
neral,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  to  recover  from  the  de-  miJJi'I,^^^?™" 
fendant  the  sum  of  1000/.,  being  the  penalty  of  a  bond  Ciutomt  to 

ciutom-houM 

given  by  the  defendant  and  his  surety  to  his  late  Majesty  agenu,  under 

King  George  the  Fourth,  and  executed  on  the  22d  March,  c.]07,k1i39, 

1830.     The  defendant  pleaded  performance  in  the  terms  ^f^^^^^ 

of  the  condition,  and  the  Attorney  General  replied,  assign-  performance  of 

ing  several  breaches,  upon  which,  in  the  rejoinder,  issues  are  conUnued 

were  joined.  «-^«>-»;rJe 

On  the  trial  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  Mid-  e.ss.«.i44, 

^  notwithstanding 

dlesex  sittings  after  last  Easter  Term,  a  verdict  was  found  the  repeal  of 
for  the  Crown,  and  subsequently,  upon  a  motion  in  arrest  by^tbe's  &  V^ 
of  judgment- or  for  a  new  trial,  it  was  ordered  that  the  wiu.4,  c60. 
opinion  of  the  Court  should  be  taken  upon  the  following 
case: — 

On  the  g2d  day  of  March,  1830,  the  defendant,  then 
and  still  being  an  agent  for  the  entry  and  clearance  of 
goods  at  the  Custom-House,  executed,  with  his  surety,  to 
his  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  a  bond  in  the 
penal  sum  of  1000/.,  subject  to  the  following  condition:-^ 
**  Whereas  the  above-bounden  George  Atkins  has  ap- 
plied to  the  Commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  Customs  in 
Bugland,  for  a  licence  to  enable  him  to  act  as  an  agent 
for  transacting  business  at  the  Custom  House  in  London, 
which  licence  the  said  Commissioners  have  been  pleased 
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Mreh.  qf  Piea^  to  grant,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  vested  in  them  by 
^  an  act  of  the  sixth  of  George  the  Fourth,  c.  107:  Now 
Ru  the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  above* 

ATKiKi.  bounden  George  Atkins,  and  any  clerk  whom  he  may  ap- 
point to  act  for  him  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  said 
act,  shall  at  all  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
licence^  conduct  themselves  faithfully  and  incorruptly,  and 
do  not  nor  shall  wittingly  or  willingly  do  or  commit  any  act, 
matter,  or  thing  prejudicial  to  his  Majesty  in  his  customs 
or  other  duties,  and  if  the  said  licence  shall  not  be  lent, 
sold,  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  or  made  use  of  by  any  other 
person  than  the  above-bounden  George  Atkins,  and  shall  be 
delivered  up  to  the  said  Commissioners  within  seven  days 
after  notice  of  the  revocation  of  the  said  license,  or  within 
two  months  after  the  decease  of  the  above-bounden  George 
Atkins,  or  within  two  months  after  he  shall  cease  to  act 
as  such  agent,  then  this  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise 
to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue.** 

When  this  bond  was  executed,  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
107,  was  in  force,  and  no  other  bond  was  executed  by  the 
defendant  from  that  time  until  the  proceedings  were  insti- 
tuted upon  which  the  present  question  arises. 

On  the  38th  August,  1833,  the  statutes  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
chapters  50,  51,  5S,  53,  55,  56  and  57,  received  the  Royal 
Assent.  By  the  first  of  these  statutes  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  107, 
was  repealed. 

On  the  80th  August,  1834,  the  defendant,  as  agent  of 
Richard  Gerard,  the  importer,  took  out  a  bill  of  sight  for 
four  cases  of  merchandize,  further  particulars  unknown, 
being  in  the  ship  Belfast,  then  lying  in  the  river  Thames, 
from  Calais ;  and  under  the  bill  of  sight  the  four  cases 
were  examined,  and  found  to  contain  foreign  goods,  and 
were  warehoused  by  the  defendant,  as  agent  for  Richard 
Gerard,  for  exportation  only,  without  the  payment  of  any 
duty,  according  to  the  provision  contained  in  the  last-men* 
tioned  act  of  parliament. 


HILARY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV. 


291 


Two  of  the  cases  were  marked  D,  B.  and  V.  B.,  and  Bich.  •/J*ff<Ut 
upon  the  11th  of  September  an  entry  was  passed  by  the 
defendant  for  the  exportation  of  these  two  cases.  Under 
colour  of  this  entry  the  defendant  attempted  to  export  two 
other  cases,  similar  in  appearance,  but  which,  being  exa-i 
mined  by  the  officers  of  his  Majesty's  customs,  were  found 
to  contain  goods  of  British  manufacture.  The  bonded 
cases  containing  the  foreign  goods  were  afterwards  re- 
moved from  the  warehouse,  and  the  regular  duties  of  im-^ 
portation  were  paid  on  such  goods. 

Either  party  was  to  be  at  Uberty  to  refer  to  the  pleadingSi 
a  copy  of  which  accompanied  and  was  to  be  taken  as  part 
of  the  case  (a). 


(a)  The  first  breach  alleKed, 
that  after  the  making  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  and  during  the 
continuance  of  the  licence  therein 
mentioned,  andwhiht  the  said  George 
Atkms  was  and  acted  as  ntch  licensed 
ag€iU  as  therein  mentioned,  and  be- 
fore the  Buing  out  of  the  writ  of 
8ci.  fa.,  to  wit,  on  the  dOth  day  of 
Aagust,  1834,  divers,  to  wit,  two 
cases  containing  divers  goods  and 
merchandize,  i.  e.  193  pieces  of 
blond  lace,  &c.,  were,  according 
to  the  purport  and  effect  of  the 
act  of  parliament  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  entered  by  bill  of 
sight  by  the  said  George  Atkins, 
as  such  licensed  agent  as  afore- 
said, for  importation  ttom  parts 
beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  from  Ca- 
lais, into  the  uinted  kingdom  of 
Oreat  Britain,  and  were  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  &c.,  landed, 
to  wit,  at  &c,  and  a  foil  entry 
thereofdalymade,&c.  &c.:  Thai 
tertmn  duties  of  customs  were  dine 
end  payable  upon  and  in  rnpeet  of 


the  said  goods  and  merchandiu  on 
the  importation  thereof^  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  par- 
liament,  that  is  to  say,  the  sum  of 
150/.— It  then  alleged  the  ware- 
housing of  the  goods  without  pay- 
ment of  the  duties,  the  entering 
of  them  outwards  for  exf^ortation, 
&c.  &c. ;  and  that,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  licence,  and  while 
the  defendant  was  and  acted  as 
such  licensed  agent  as  aforesaid, 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  two  other  cases, 
containing  other  goods  and  mer- 
chandize, to  wit,  &c.,  not  being 
subject  to  the  payment  of  any  du- 
ties of  customs  on  the  importation 
thereof,  were  knowingly  and  ille- 
gally, and  with  intent  to  defraud 
bis  Majesty  of  his  customs,  water- 
borne  to  be  put  on  board  ship  for 
exportation,  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  and  by  the  contri* 
vance  of  the  defendant,  with  an 
intent  to  prejudice  his  Majesty 
in  his  said  customs,  contrary  &c. ; 
and  that,  by  means  of  the  premises* 
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Etch.  0/  PUat,      Tbe  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : — 

-*        First, — Whether  the  above  bond  could  now  be  put  in 
kex         force. 
Atkini.  Secondly, — Whether  the  goods  warehoused  for  exporta- 

tion only  were  subject  to  the  payment  of  duty  as  described 
in  the  pleadings. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative  of 
either  of  the  above  questionsi  the  verdict  was  to  be  en- 
tered for  the  defendant ;  but  if  in  the  affirmative  of  all  the 
above  questions,  then  the  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
Crown. 

BarhWf  for  tbe  Crown. — The  first  question  in  this  case 
is,  whether  the  bond  and  the  licence  remained  in  force 
after  the  repeal  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  107.  First,  the  bond 
and  license  might  be  good,  although  no  act  of  parUament 
bad  existed  having  reference  to  licensed  agents.  Secondly, 
they  might  remain  good  notwithstanding  the  simple  repeal 
of  the  act  under  which  they  were  taken,  if  not  inconsist- 
ent with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  subsequent  acts ;  but 
thirdly,  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  did  in  fact  adopt  and 
protect  all  licences  and  bonds  granted  under  the  former 
acts. 

First. — The  Commissioners  of  Customs  had  power, 
without  reference  to  any  act  of  parliament,  to  grant 
licences  to  any  individuals  to  act  as  agents.  Such  a  licence 

tbe  defendant  conducted  himself  and  the  rejoinder  was,  that  the 

in  that  behalf,  as  such  licensed  defendant  did  not,  by  means  of 

agent,  unfaithfully  and  oorruptly,  the  premises  in  the  breaches  re* 

and  willingly  and  wittingly  did  spectively  alleged,  conduct  him- 

and  committed  a  matter  preju-  self  in  that  behalf,  as  such  licensed 

diclal  to  his  Majesty  in  his  cus-  agent,  unfaithfully  and  corruptly, 

toms  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  and  did  not  wittingly  and  willingly 

true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  do  and  commit  a  matter  pr^tt- 

condition  of  the  said  writing  obli-  dicial  to  his  Mijesty  in  his  cus* 

gatory,  and  of  the  statute,  &c.  toms,  contrary,  &c:  whereupon 

The  other  breaches  did  not  differ  issue  was  joined, 
in  any  point  material  tu  be  stated: 
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would  be  a  certain  advantage  to  the  party  to  whom  it  was  Xtch.  if  pua*, 
granted,  and  would  give  him  a  species  of  credit ;  and  the 
Commissioners  would  be  entitled  to  require  a  bond  for  ge- 
neral good  conduct  in  the  party  so  licensed ;  and  if  he 
chose  to  execute  such  bond,  he  would  have  no  right  after- 
wards to  say  that  it  was  not  a  valid  one,  or  that  no  advan- 
tage was  to  be  derived  from  the  licence.  It  may  be  said 
this  would  be  a  restraint  on  trade:  it  is  not  necessary 
however  to  contend  that  the  Commissioners  could,  except 
under  the  act,  preclude  any  person  from  acting  withoui  a 
licence  and  bond,  but  they  might  well  say  that  they  would 
grant  a  licence  to  such  persons  as  chose  to  enter  into  the 
bond,  and  receive  the  advantage  which  the  licence  might 
confer  upon  them.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Independently 
of  this  act,  the  Commissioners  would  have  the  same  autho- 
rity that  you  or  I  have ;  their  licence  would  be  a  mere 
nullity.] 

Secondly. — The  bond  and  licence  continue  good,  pro- 
vided neither  of  them  is  inconsistent  with  the  common 
law  or  the  late  acts  of  parliament.  The  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  50,  amounts  only  to  a  simple  repeal  of  the  act  of  the 
6  Geo.  4,  and  there  is  nothing  in  it  expressly  avoiding  past 
licences  or  bonds ;  and  there  is  no  principle  of  law  by 
which  instruments  of  such  a  nature,  granted  under  an  ex- 
isting act,  cease  to  be  of  force  immediately  on  its  repeal, 
unless  they  be  inconsistent  with  the  law  as  it  then  stands. 
The  cases  which  have  been  decided  on  the  validity  of  secu- 
rities granted  by  clergymen  on  their  livings,  during  the  re- 
peal of  the  restraining  statute  of  13  Eliz.  c.  SO,  are  strongly 
in  point.  That  statute  was  repealed  by  the  48  Geo.  8,  c.  84, 
but  was  re-enacted  by  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  99.  During  the 
repeal,  a  clergyman  created  charges  on  his  living,  and  after 
the  13  Ells,  came  again  into  operation,  he  transferred  those 
charges,  having  at  the  same  time  an  additional  advance  of 
money;  and  it  was  held  that  notwithstanding  the  re-enact- 
ment of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth,  such  subsequent  assign- 
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Bxeh.  tf  PkM,  ments  were  valid.  Doed.  Broughton  v.  GyUy  (a)j  Doe  d. 
1837.  jy^ij^^^  ^  Ramsden  (6).  [Lord  Abinger,  B.— The  differ- 
ence  is^  that  there  was  an  interest  in  the  living  conveyed 
to  another  party,  at  a  time  when  the  act  of  parliament 
enabled  a  clergyman  to  convey  it ;  that  interest  was  nol 
defeated  by  a  subsequent  act.  This  licence  is  a  mere 
personal  privilege.] 

Thirdly,  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  5S,  did  in  fact  adopt  and 
protect  all  past  licences  granted  to  agents,  and  bonds 
taken  from  them  by  the  Commissioners.  Until  the  act  of 
the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  no  licence  or  bond  was  required  from 
a  custom-house  agent.  The  46th  section  of  that  act, 
after  reciting  that  it  is  expedient  fur  the  better  security 
of  the  revenue,  and  of  the  merchants  and  traders^  to 
establish  regulations  for  restraining  improper  persons  from 
acting  as  custom-house  agents,  enacts,  *'  That  from  and 
after  the  eocpiraiion  of  one  calendar  month  next  after  the 
passing  of  that  act,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person 
to  act  as  an  agent  for  the  transacting  any  business  at  the 
Custom-house  as  therein  mentioned,  unless  such  per- 
sons shall  be  authorized  so  to  do  by  licence  under  the 
hands  and  seals  of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs  for  the 
time  being ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Commis- 
sioners, or  any  two  of  them,  and  they  are  thereby  author- 
ized and  empowered,  to  grant  any  such  licence  to  any 
person  who  may  require  the  same ;  and  in  such  case  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioners  to  require  a  bond  to 
be  given  by  every  person  to  whom  such  licence  shall  be 
granted  for  the  purpose  of  acting  as  such  agent,  with  one 
sufficient  surety,  in  the  sum  of  1000/.,  conditioned  for  the 
faithful  and  incorrupt  conduct  of  every  such  person,  and 
of  his  clerk  acting  for  him  as  therein  provided,  and  to 
deliver  up  such  licence,  if  the  same  should  be  revoked, 
within  seven  days  after  the  notice  of  such  revocation/' 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  344 ;  4  Man.  &  R.  249.         (6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  608. 
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Section  49  enables  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  by  order  ^^^  4  Pf*^ 
in  writing  under  their  bands,  to  revoke  licences  granted 
according  to  the  provisions  of  that  act*    How,  therefore, 
could  the  bond  cease  to  exist  except  by  virtue  of  such  revo- 
cation, or  by  its  being  surrendered  and  cancelled  7    Section 
60  provides,  that  a  copy  of  such  order  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  party,  or  left  at  his  place  of  abode,  and  the  licence 
granted  to  him  shall  thereupon  be  null  and  void:  and 
section  51  imposes  a  penalty  of  100/.  on  any  party  who 
shall  act  as  a  custom-house  agent,  not  being  licensed  in 
manner  authorised  by  that  act,  or  whose  licence  shall  have 
been  revoked.    Then  sect.  55  provides,  that  no  clerk  or 
other  person  in  the  employ  of  any  agent  who  shall  be 
licensed  under  the  authority  of  that  act,  shall  act  for  him 
without  a  written  appointment  from  such  agent,  nor  unless 
such  appointment  shall  by  such  clerk  be  produced  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Customs,   and  shall  be  allowed  and 
sanctioned  by  the  signatures  of  such  Commissioners,  or 
any  one  or  more  of  them»  for  the  time  being.     AU  these 
provisions  are  clearly  prospective  only.    Then  came  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  107,  which  was  in  force  when  the  bond  in  this 
case  was  given,  and  the  terms  of  which  are,  as  to  this 
question,  precisely  the  same  as  those  of  the  3  &  4  WilL 
4,  c  53.     Section  139  of  that  act  provides,  **  That  it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  act  as  an  agent  for  trans** 
acting  business  at  the  Custom-house,  unless  authorised  so 
to  do  by  licence  of  the  Commissioners  of  Customs.*'    A 
material  difference  between  this  act  and  the  former  is,  that 
by  the  6  Geo.  4,  no  interval  of  a  month  or  other  period  is 
given  before  the  licence  is  required ;  the  inference  is,  that 
the  act  intended  that  the  parties  should  go  on  under  the 
old  licences ;  otherwise  the  greatest  inconvenience  must 
srise,  inasmuch  as,  until  new  licences  were  granted,  no 
ftgent  could  act  at  all,  and  the  business  at  the  Custom* 
house  would  be  altogether  suspended.     The  section  pro- 
ceeds to  enact,  that  '*If  any  person  shall  act  as  such 
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**«*-V  i*^^»  agent,  not  being  so  licensed/'  (not  saying  "  licensed  in 
^  '  "     manner  authorized  by  that  act/'  as  in  the  4  Geo.  4),  he 
R»  shall  forfeit  100/.     Section  140  enables  the  Lords  of  the 

Atuki:  Treasury,  by  order  under  their  hand,  to  revoke  any  suck 
licence — applying  therefore  in  its  terms  to  any  existing 
licence.  Section  142  contains  a  new  provision  as  to  the 
clerks  of  the  agents ;  enacting,  "  That  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  any  agent  to  appoint  a  person  without  licence  to 
be  his  clerk  in  transacting  such  agency  :  provided,  that  no 
person  shall  be  admitted  to  be  such  clerk,  until  his  name 
and  residence,  and  the  date  of  his  appointment,  shall  have 
been  indorsed  on  the  licence  of  the  agent,  signed  by  him, 
and  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  the  collector  and  comp- 
troller of  the  Customs ;  unless  such  person  shall  have  been 
appointed  with  consent  of  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Treasury,  before  the  commencement  of  thai  actJ*  This 
clause  clearly  has  the  effect  of  protecting  the  clerks  who 
had  been  appointed  and  approved  under  the  former  act. 
It  follows  therefore  that  the  agents'  licences  must  be  pro- 
tected also,  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  protect  the  clerks  of  the  agents, 
and  not  the  agents  themselves. 

The  phraseology  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  ss.  144^- 
147,  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  above  clauses  of  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  107,  and  the  same  arguments  therefore  arise 
upon  it ;  except  that,  if  it  be  held  that  the  last  act  required 
fresh  bonds  and  licences,  the  agentfi  licensed  under  both 
the  former  acts  will  be  without  protection. 

The  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  on  the 
motion  for  this  rule,  was  chiefly  derived  from  a  reference 
to  other  provisions  of  the  acts  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  in 
which  certain  appointments,  licences,  and  bonds  are  con«> 
tinned  by  express  words;  and  it  was  thence  inferred,  that 
because  these  licences  and  bonds  are  not  expressly  kept 
alive,  they  expired  with  the  repeal  of  the  former  act.  It 
is  necessary  therefore  to  refer  to  those  cases,  and  shew 
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that  they  do  not  furnish  ground  for  such  inference.  Five  ^^**^^^'*^ 
different  classes  of  cases  were  referred  to.  first,  the 
3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  51 9  ss.  5  &  9,  expressly  keep  alive  the 
past  appointments  of  Commissioners  and  officers  acting 
under  them.  That  is  because  the  second  section  of  the 
same  act,  which  authorises  the  Crown  to  appoint  Commis- 
sionersy  and  the  sixth  sectioni  which  provides  for  the 
appointment  of  inferior  officers,  are  in  terms  prospective 
only.  Secondly,  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52,  s.  94,  protects 
past  licences  to  lightermen ;  that  also  may  be  because  the 
provision  in  the  first  part  of  the  same  clause — "  that  no 
goods  shall  be  carried  waterbome  to  be  put  on  board  any 
ship  for  exportation  by  any  person,  unless  such  person 
shall  be  authorized  for  that  purpose  by  licence  under  the 
hands  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Customs" — ^is  pro- 
spective only.  Thirdly,  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.  £6, 
the  licences  previously  granted  to  boats  and  vessels  are 
protected  by  express  words.  The  16th  and  19th  sections 
of  that  act  may  be  referred  to  to  explain  the  reason. 
Section  16  requires  that  vessels  shall  be  rigged,  &c.  in  a 
particular  manner,  and  declares  that  they  shall  be  forfeited 
unless  the  owners  shall  have  obtained  a  licence  from  the 
Commissioners  in  the  manner  ihereinajler  directed.  And 
section  19  provides,  that  before  any  such  licence  shall  be 
issued  or  have  effect,  the  owners  shall  give  security  by 
bond  for  the  single  value  of  such  vessel  or  boat,  condi- 
tioned as  therein  mentioned.  The  phraseology  of  these 
enactments  also  is  future  only,  and  equally  required  a  pro- 
tecting clause  for  licences  granted  under  the  former  acts. 
Fourthly,  the  Registry  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55,  s.  4, 
having  declared  that  vessels  are  not  to  have  the  privileges 
conferred  by  that  act  unless  they  are  registered,  and  have 
a  certificate  of  registry  in  pursuance  of  thai  act;  section 
4  saves  the  privileges  of  vessels  registered  under  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  1 10.  Lastly,  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  s.  4, 
past  warehousing  bonds  are  expressly  protected ;  but  a 
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Aeeft.  qf  PkoB,  reason  for  this  also  is  to  be  found  ii?  the  provisions  of 
18d7> 

section  2,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissiotiers  of 

Customs  to  appoint  in  what  warehouses,  &c.  goods  may  be 

warehoused,  and  to  direct  in  what  cases  security  by  bond, 

in  manner  thereinafter  provided^  shall  be  required « — ^whicb 

clearly  refers  only  to  future  bonds.     In  all  these  cases, 

therefore^  good  reason  appears  for  the  introduction  of  the 

protecting  clauses ;  but  even  if  that  were  not  so,  the 

argument  drawn  from  them  is  by  no  means  conclusive. 

But  in  one  of  the  clauses  referred  to,  the  3  &  4  Will*  4, 

c.  58^  s.  9%y  there  is  a  provision  which  may  be  construed 

to  protect  aU  l>onds  given  in  pursuance  of  any  act  relating 

to  the  customs. 

The  case  of  Jones  v.  WooUam  (a),  which  was  referred 
to  on  moving  for  the  rule,  is  an  authority  in  point  for  the 
Crown.  There  the  defendant  gave  a  bond  to  the  plaintiff 
as  secretary  of  a  friendly  society,  and  being  sued  on  it, 
objected  that  the  rules  of  the  society  had  not  been  enrolled 
pursuant  to  the  act  of  parliament,  and  that  therefore  the 
bond  could  not  be  enforced ;  but  it  was  held  that  the 
bond  was  good  at  common  law,  independently  of  the  act 
of  parliament,  which  had  no  reference  to  any  bond. 

As  to  the  second  question  reserved  for  consideration,  that 
appears  to  be  sufficiently  answered  by  the  fact  stated  in  the 
case,  that  duty  was  in  fact  paid  on  these  goods.  But  at  all 
events,  in  order  to  raise  the  point,  the  defendant  ought  to 
have  pleaded  that  the  goods  were  not  liable  to  duty.  [Parke^ 
B. — ^He  denies  all  the  misconduct  alleged  in  the  breaches* 
If  it  was  essential,  in  order  to  prosecute  his  ofience,  to 
shew  that  the'goods  were  liable  to  duty,  it  was  for  you  to 
prove  it.]  The  Attorney 'General  v.  Key  (6),  which  was 
relied  on  in  support  of  this  objection,  is  perfectly  dis- 
tinguisliable.  Here  there  is  a  distinct  allegation  that  the 
goods  were  liable  to  the  payment  of  duties  on  importation, 

fa)  5  B.&  Aid.  769;  ID.&R.  (5)  1  C.&  J.  159;  2  C.  &  J.  2. 
d93;2Chit.d22. 
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and  the  fact  appears  that  the  duties  were  paid  on  tbem.  Bgeh.  rf  Pita$t 
Goods  may  be  warehoused  for  exportation  either  under 
the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  66,  s.  8,  or  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  5S, 
8.  60 ;  in  the  former  case  such  as  are  liable  to  duty  on 
importation ;  in  the  latter,  such  as  are  allowed  to  be  im- 
ported only  to  be  warehoused  for  exportation,  being  pro- 
hibited sub  mode. 

Welshy^  for  the  defendant. — ^First,  the  bond  is  not  en- 
forceable at  common  law.  The  Commissioners  of  the 
Customs  themselves  derive  all  their  authority  from  the 
statute,  and  at  common  law  would  have  no  right  whatever 
to  require  either  a  licence  or  a  bond.  Nor  can  it  be  said 
that  the  licence  confers  a  privilege,  being  accompanied  by 
a  bond,  the  smallest  breach  of  which  subjects  the  party 
to  an  absolute  penalty  of  1000/.  At  common  law  any 
person  would  have  a  right  to  assist  in  the  importation  of 
goods  by  any  subject  of  the  realm,  and  therefore,  but 
for  the  authority  of  the  act,  the  bond  would  be  void  as 
in  restraint  of  the  lawful  occupation  of  the  party.  Jones 
V.  JVooUam,  which  applies  to  this  part  of  the  case,  is 
distinguishable;  that  was  a  bond  given  for  good  con- 
sideration, and  might  well  be  supported  without  refer- 
ence to  the  act  of  parliament,  which  contained  no  pro- 
vision as  to  the  taking  of  any  bonds ;  this  is  a  bond  given 
by  an  officer  who  exists  only  under  the  authority  of  the 
statute,  and  which  the  Commissioners  could  take  only  in 
pursuance  of  that  authority.  But  the  condition  of  the 
bond  expressly  refers  to  the  act  of  parliament,  and  it  pro- 
fesses to  be  taken  altogether  in  virtue  of  the  authority 
thereby  granted,  and  to  exist  only  during  the  continuance 
of  the  licence ;  and  all  the  replications  allege  that  the 
breaches  were  committed  during  the  continuance  of  the 
licence,  and  whilst  the  defendant  acted  as  such  licensed 
agent  as  in  the  condition  mentioned.  If  therefore  the 
licence  has  expired,  the  bond  has  expired  also. 
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jsmA.  pfPUat,  Then,  secondly,  the  licence  ilid  expire  by  the  repeal  of 
the  6  Oeo.  4,  c.  107.  It  is  said  that  it  continues  in  force  if 
there  be  nothing  in  the  new  code  inconsistent  with  it ;  but 
it  is  apprehended  that,  by  the  unconditional  repeal  of  a 
statute,  all  instruments  taken  under  it  are  also  put  an  end 
to,  unless  it  appears  from  the  express  words  of  the  repeal- 
ing act,  or  by  necessary  implication  from  its  various  pro- 
visions, that  there  was  an  intention  to  continue  them. 
The  cases  referred  to,  as  to  the  charges  on  clergymen's 
livings,  do  not  apply.  There  the  assignments  were  made 
at  a  time  when  no  law  existed  to  invalidate  or  restrain 
them,  and  rights  were  thereby  transferred  to  third  parties, 
which  the  Court  held  not  to  be  affected  by  the  subsequent 
re-enactment  of  the  restraining  act ;  but  that  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  a  matter  of  mere  fiscal  regulation^  which  exists 
only  by  the  authority  of  the  act  of  parliament 

It  was  next  argued,  from  a  comparison  of  the  provisions 
of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  with  those  of  the  subsequent  acts, 
that  the  past  licences  and  bonds  were  in  fact  saved  by  the 
statute  now  in  force.  The  4  Geo.  4  was  unconditionally 
repealed  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  105,  except  as  to  arrears  of 
duties  and  penalties.  It  is  said  that  the  terms  of  the 
former  act  are  prospective  only ;  but  no  valid  distinction 
can  be  drawn  in  this  respect  between  it  and  the  subsequent 
acts,  in  each  of  which  it  is  stated  that  the  Commissioners 
are  thereby  authorized  to  grant  licences :  all  instruments, 
under  whichsoever  act  granted,  exist  only  by  its  authority, 
and  during  its  continuance,  unless  otherwise  provided  for. 
As  to  the  argument  drawn  from  the  interval  of  a  month 
given  by  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  s.  46,  that  appears  to  have 
been  because  otherwise  there  would  have  been  no  time  for 
the  necessary  formalities,  inasmuch  as  the  act,  for  many 
purposes,  came  into  operation  immediately  on  its  passing* 
But  both  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  107,  and  the  S  &  4  Will.  4» 
c.  53,  there  is  an  interval  between  the  passing  of  the  act 
and  the  period  of  its  coming  into  operation.     [Parke^  B. — 
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But  the  licences  could  not  be  granted  until  the  act  took  ^^.^^^*^* 

eflTecU]    There  would  at  all  events  be  time  to  prepare 

them. 

It  is  said  that  the  proviso  of  the  147th  section  of  the 
new  act  operated  to  protect  previously  existing  clerks, 
and  therefore  it  would  be  absurd  to  contend  that  it  did 
not  protect  previously  existing  agents.  But  the  effect  of 
the  proviso  is  merely  this — that  where  the  commissioners 
have  previously  made  a  satisfactory  inquiry  into  the  quali* 
fications  of  a  clerk  appointed  by  them  under  the  former 
act,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  go  through  the  formality 
of  having  his  name  indorsed  on  the  licence ;  but  it  does  not 
therefore  follow  that  previously  appointed  clerks,  or  pre- 
vious  licences,  continue  in  force  without  renewaL  And 
there  is  a  difference  in  the  enactments  of  the  6  Geo.  4.  c« 
107,  8.  141,  and  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53,  s.  148,  which 
might  have  rendered  it  expedient  to  vary  the  terms  of  the 
licences.  The  latter  act  discontinues  the  privilege  which 
the  clerks  in  the  Long  Room  had  under  the  former,  of 
passing  entries.  In  the  same  manner,  when  by  the  6  Geo. 
4,  Cm  108,  s.  S3,  a  change  was  made  in  the  law  as  to  the 
licences  granted  to  vessels  and  boats,  a  clause  was  intro- 
duced to  save  the  existing  licences ;  but  on  the  passing 
of  the  act  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4.,  no  further  change  being 
made,  no  such  protecting  clause  is  to  be  found  in  it.  Nor 
is  this  a  question  by  what  authority  a  licence  can  be  re- 
f>oied,  when  it  is  otherwise  clearly  in  force ;  but  whether 
it  is  in  force  at  all  by  virtue  of  the  act. 

The  answer  given  to  the  several  cases  referred  to,  in 
which  existing  instruments  are  saved  by  express  words,  is, 
that  in  those  cases  the  words  of  the  act  creating  them  are 
prospective  only,  and  therefore  a  protecting  clause  was 
necessary.  First,  with  regard  to  the  saving  of  past  ap- 
pointments of  commissioners  and  their  officers — it  is  said 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  51,  s.  2,  is  prospective  only,  and 
therefore  the  saving  in  s.  9  was  requisite.     But  if  the  act 

VOL.  If.  x  M.  w. 
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£reft.  of  Phaa,  be  prospective  only  as  to  the  appointments  of  the  com* 
missioners^  so  must  it  be  also  as  to  all  acts  to  be  done  by 
them ;  and  if  it  was  necessary  to  introduce  a  clause  to 
keep  alive  their  authority^  so  was  it  also  to  protect  the 
instruments  granted  by  them.  But  the  same  section  also 
in  express  terms  protects  all  bonds  given  by  the  officers 
and  their  sureties  for  good  conduct.  Next^  as  to  the 
clause  referring  to  licences  for  lightermen,  3  &  4  Will. 
4,  c.  «5S,  s.  94.  It  is  said  that  the  provisions  relating  to 
them  also  are  future  only ;  but  they  are  no  more  so  than 
those  of  the  clause  now  in  question,  which  states  that  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  parties  to  act  as  .custom-house 
agents  without  licencesi  and  that  the  commissioners  shall  be 
authorized  to  grant  them.  The  same  observation  applies 
to  the  clause  respecting  licences  to  lightermen,  3  &  4  Will. 
4,  c.  26.  And  with  regard  to  the  argument  drawn  from 
the  generality  of  the  terms  in  that  clause  as  to  bonds, 
it  clearly  appears,  by  reference  to  the  preceding  section, 
that  it  applies  only  to  bonds  given  in  respect  of  licences 
granted  for  vessels  or  boats,  for  which  only  the  legislature 
was  then  making  provision.  Again,  the  clause  for  the 
protection  of  vessels  previously  registered,  under  3  &  4 
M^ill.  4,  c.  55,  8.  5,  is  attempted  to  be  explained  by  saying, 
that  under  that  act  not  only  registry  but  a  certificate  is 
required,  and  it  was  therefore  necessary  to  make  provi- 
sion for  the  continuance  of  the  privileges  of  vessels  regis* 
tered  under  the  former  act.  But  it  appears,  by  referring 
to  the  preceding  act,  that  the  certificate  was  by  it  also 
made  part  of  the  registry  ;  and  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
certificate  under  the  former  act  would  be  sufficient.  And 
lastly,  the  enactments  as  to  warehousing  bonds,  under  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  s.  S,  are  no  more  future  or  prospe^c- 
tive  than  the  provisions  relating  to  the  present  case. 

The  saving  in  the  general  repealing  clause  of  the  3 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  LO,  s.  2,  furnishes  a  material  argument  in 
favour  of  the  defendant.     The  exception  is  of  all  arrears 


HILARY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IT.  SOS 

of  duties  or  drawbacks  which  shall  have  become  payable,  SxiA.  of  Phot, 

1837« 
or  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  which  shall  have  been  incur-  '  ^ 

red.  If  by  that  act  the  securities  taken  under  the  former  Rex 
act  were  saved,  it  could  not  have  been  necessary  to  pro-  Atsini. 
vide  for  forfeitures  incurred  before  the  passing  of  the  act; 
they  would  be  saved  along  with  the  securities.  And  it 
appears,  from  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  89,  s.  29,  that  doubts 
had  arisen  as  to  the  effect  of  the  repealing  clause  of  the 
3&4WilL4,  C.50. 

Then,  as  to  the  second  question  raised  in  this  case. — 
All  the  replications  state  that  the  goods  were  liable  to  the 
payment  of  duty  on  importation,  and  that  in  the  course 
of  tlieir  exportation,  other  goods  not  liable  to  duty  were 
substituted  for  them,  and  the  loss  of  those  duties  is  charged 
as  the  injury  accruing  to  the  King  in  his  customs  by  the 
act  of  the  defendant.  If  it  appears,  therefore,  that  these 
particular' goods,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
pleadings  and  disclosed  in  the  evidence,  were  not  liable 
to  duties  on  importation,  the  injury  alleged  has  not  been 
committed,  and  there  is  a  variance.  Now,  each  of  the 
replications  states  that  the  goods  were  duly  warehoused, 
&c.,  for  exportation,  and  sets  forth  all  the  proceedings  on 
a  regular  and  proper  entry.  But  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4j 
c.  52,  s.  60,  goods  cannot  be  entered  for  exportation  onlyi 
unless  they  are  prohibited,  by  reason  of  the  place  from 
v?hence  they  came,  &c.,  from  being  imported  for  home 
consumption.  It  must  be  taken  that  there  was  no  fraud 
in  any  part  of  the  proceedings  except  where  it  is  proved, 
and  therefore  that  the  goods  were  duly  entered  for  ex- 
portation. If  soj  no  duty  attached  upon  them,  and  they 
are  improperly  described.  If,  indeed,  any  goods  liable  to 
duty  on  importation  may  be  lawfully  warehoused  for  ex- 
portation, that  may  be  an  answer  to  the  argument. 

Barlow,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

x2 
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Bgeh.  of  Piea$,       Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Thia  case  resolves  itself  into  two 

1837 

points*     The  first  is,  whether  the  licence  is  a  continuing 

licence:  if  it  is,  then  the  bond  also  will  continue;  because, 
as  the  bond  refers  to  the  licence,  supposing  there  was  no 
act  to  authorize  the  taking  of  the  bond,  looking  at  the 
licence  authorised  by  the  act,  as  the  commissioners  have 
thought  fit  to  take  a  bond  for  the  due  performance  of 
the  duties  of  licensed  agent^  it  would  be  good  at  common 
law;  therefore  there  is  no  occasion  to  consider  whether  it 
was  good  under  the  act  of  parliament. 

The  first  question  then  is,  whether  the  licence  is  a  con« 
tinning  licence.  Undoubtedly  some  ambiguity  has  been 
raised  by  the  immense  labour  taken  to  make  the  act  clear. 
There  was  room  for  doubt  in  this  case,  but  that  doubt  is 
sufficiently  removed  by  Mr.  Barlow's  argument.  I  will 
only  refer  to  one  part  of  it,  namely,  that  this  licence  is 
referred  to  in  the  last  act  as  an  existing  licence ;  and  it  is 
sufficient  for  us,  if  we  can  find  from  the  act — without 
shewing  that  the  case  is  prdvided  for  in  express  terms — 
that  it  refers  to  it  as  a  continuing  licence,  on  which  it  is  to 
operate.  It  appears  that  in  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  69,  there  is  a 
particular  form  prescribed  for  the  licence,  and  also  for  the 
appointment  of  the  clerks  to  the  agents ;  the  agent  is  to 
be  licensed  by  the  commissioners,  and  then  his  clerk  is  to 
be  appointed :  "  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  clerk  or 
other  person  in  the  service  or  employ  of  any  broker  or 
agent,  who  shall  be  licensed  under  the  authority  of  this 
act,  to  act  for  such  broker  or  agent  without  a  written 
appointment  from  such  broker  or  agent  for  such  purpose^ 
nor  unless  such  appointment  shall  by  such  clerk  be  pro- 
duced to  the  commissioners  of  customs,  and  shall  be 
allowed  and  sanctioned  by  the  signature  of  such  commis* 
sioners,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  for  the  time  being.*' 
So  that,  under  the  4  Geo.  4,  the  agent  was  to  be  licensed 
by  the  commissioners,  and  the  clerk  of  the  agent  was  to 
have  his  written  appointment  under  the  hand  of  the  agent. 
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which  was  to  be  sanctioned  by  the  signature  of  one  or  ^th.  rf  Piea$, 
more  of  the  commissioners.  Then  comes  the  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
107,  which  is  supposed  to  have  repealed  or  put  an  end  to 
that  enactment.  After  making  similar  provisions  as  before 
respecting  agents,  it  goes  on  to  provide  for  the  case  of 
their  clerks,  and  it  varies  it  in  this  way — "  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  such  agent,  or  agents  in  partnership,  to 
appoint  any  person  without  licence  to  be  his  or  their 
clerk  in  transacting  such  agency ;  provided  always,  that 
no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  be  such  clerk  to  more  than 
one  agent  or  copartnership  of  agents,  nor  until  his  name 
and  residence,  and  the  date  of  his  appointment,  shall  have 
been  indorsed  on  the  licence  of  every  such  agent,  and 
signed  by  him,  and  witnessed  by  the  signature  of  the  col- 
lector and  comptroller  of  the  customs."  This  then  is  a 
diflferent  formality;  in  the  former  case  it  was  to  be  signed 
by  one  or  more  of  the  commissioners;  i>ere  it  is  to  be 
witnessed  by  the  signature  of  the  collector  and  comptrol- 
ler. And  then  come  these  words  : — "  unless  such  person 
shall  have  been  appointed  with  consent  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  bis  Majesty's  customs  before  the  commencement 
of  this  act."  That  provision  distinctly  shews  that  he  may 
act  aa  clerk  to  the  agen«,  if  he  has  an  appointment  by  the 
commissioners  before  the  commencement  of  the  act :  that 
could  refer  only  to  licences  existing  under  the  former  act, 
and  which  are  supposed  to  have  some  efficacy  even  after 
the  paasHig  of  this  act :  and  if  the  clerk  of  the  agent  may 
act  under  such  previous  appointment,  it  proves  that  the 
licence  of  the  principal  is  still  in  force,  and  would  be 
sufficient  to  protect  him  from  the  penalty:  and,  if  he  is 
authorised  to  act  without  a  fresh  licence,  why  should  not  the 
bond  continue  good  to  enforce  the  obligations  of  the  licence  ? 
Then  the  words  of  the  last  act,  the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  53, 
being  exactly  the  same  as  those  of  the  corresponding 
claiise  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  as  so6n  as  you  arrive  at  the  con- 
struction of  the  latter,  the  former  nrnist  be  construed  in 
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Exeh.rf  Pleat,  the  same  wanner.  On  that  first  pointj  therefore,  Mr. 
Barlow  has  satisfied  me  that  the  licence  and  bond  are  still 
in  existence ;  the  act,  although  in  general  terms  it  may 
repeal  all  that  it  does  not  by  necessary  implication  re* 
enactj  does  continue  and  enforce  the  existing  licences. 

I  come  then  to  the  other  question  in  the  case,  which 
appears  to  me  to  arise  from  a  confusion  in  the  apprehen- 
sion of  the  case  of  the  Attorney- General  v.  Key.  That 
was  a  case  where  the  facts  contradicted  the  description 
in  the  information:  now  I  wish  to  know  how  the  facts 
here  contradict  the  description  in  the  information  ?  I  do 
not  see  any  such  suggestion  at  all.  It  is  agreed  that  the 
facts  stated  in  the  replication  shall  be  taken  as  the  facts 
in  the  case;  they  are  considered,  unless  varied,  as  proved. 
Then  the  replication  states  the  goods  imported  to  be  silks 
specifically  liable  to  duty.  There  are  no  silks  that  I  know 
of  which  are  prohibited ;  they  are  stated  as  liable  to  duty, 
and  that  is  the  proper  description  of  them.  If  the  party 
could  not  import  such  goods,  and  warehouse  them  for 
exportation,  though  I  do  not  see  why  he  should  not,  that 
does  not  alter  the  nature  of  the  fraud ;  if  he  has  done  what 
is  illegal  by  importing  these  goods,  and  entering  them  for 
exportation  only,  and  has  afterwards  admitted  that  they 
are  liable  to  duty,  and  has  endeavoured  to  smuggle  them 
into  the  country  by  substituting  other  goods  for  them,  that 
is  a  fraud,  and  a  breach  of  his  duty  as  an  agent.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  Crown. 

Parke,  B. — I  fully  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Baron.  With  respect  to  the  last  objection,  arising 
from  the  alleged  variance  of  the  facts  from  the  record,  I 
think  there  is  no  variance ;  and  the  only  way  in  which  the 
di£ScuIty  is  raised,  is  from  not  sufficiently  taking  into  con- 
sideration every  thing  stated  in  the  special  case.  I  take 
it  that  it  IS  competent  to  any  person  to  warehouse  goods* 
either  under  the  S  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52,  s.  60,  or  under  c.  56, 
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8.  8,  which  goods  are  subject  to  duties  the  moment  they  ExeK^PUat, 
are  warehoused.  If  they  are  exported,  the  duties  are  not 
levied ;  if  they  are  used  for  home  consumption,  they  are 
levied.  Now,  the  question  upon  that  is,  to  what  class  of 
goods  these  belong?  I  think  it  perfectly  clear  that  they 
belong  to  the  latter  class.  They  were  silks,  as  is  stated  in 
the  pleadings,  though  not  found  in  the  special  case ;  they 
were  goods  on  which  the  duties  were  ultimately  paid,  and 
I  infer  that  they  were  liable  to  the  duties  on  importation. 
They  were  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  duty  under  the 
S  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  8,  but  the  duty  is  defeasible  if 
they  are  exported.  If  it  is  true  that,  being  goods  liable 
to  duty,  the  defendant  has  entered  them  as  goods  that 
could  not  be  used  within  this  kingdom,  and  were  admissible 
for  exportation  only,  the  only  argument  arising  from  that 
is,  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  a  double  fraud.  That  be- 
ing SO9  the  question  of  fact  is  disposed  of,  and  we  must 
see  whether  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  is  to  prevail. 
The  bond  in  this  case  is  a  bond  given  to  the  commissioners 
of  the  customs :  it  recites  that  a  licence  had  been  applied 
for  to  enable  the  defendant  to  act  as  an  agent,  which  had 
been  granted,  and  that  the  bond  was  given  for  the  faithful 
performance  of  his  duties  as  such  agent.  The  bond  is 
supported  on  three  grounds  by  Mr.  Barlow :  the  first  is, 
that  it  is  good  at  common  law.  So  it  would  be^  if  the 
bond  had  been  given  for  the  faithful  execution  of  his 
duties  as  an  agent  (though  the  commissioners  are  not  di- 
rected to  take  it  in  that  form)  for  a  limited  time;  in  that 
case  the  bond  could  not  have  been  avoided  at  common 
law;  it  is  a  voluntary  bond,  for  a  very  good  consideration; 
but  it  is  to  exist  during  the  continuance  of  the  exclusive 
privilege  given  by  the  licence,  and  if  that  is  put  an  end  to, 
the  obligation  of  the  bond  is  also  put  an  end  to  by  the 
provision  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  52,  s.  144,  that  no  person 
shall  act  as  a  custom-house  agent  unless  licensed  under 
the  act.  The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the  effect 
of  the  act  was  to  put  an  end  to  the  exclusive  privilege  the 


308  CASES   rN    THE   EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh.  of  PUatt  defendant  had  by  his  licence ;  the  whole  turns  on  the  oon* 
1837* 

struction  of  the  144th  section.     If  it  means  to  continue 

the  exclusive  privilege  granted  to  persons  under  the  former 
act,  the  licence  still  continues;  and  the  words  are,  ''  that 
it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  person  to  act  as  an  agent,  &c.» 
unless  authorized  so  to  do  by  licencf  of  the  commissioners 
of  his  Majesty's  customs/'  It  does  not  say,  unless  he  shall 
be  afterwards  authorized,  but  unless  he  is  authorized. 
The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  terms :  if 
they  mean,  "  if  he  be  authorized,  or  hereafter  to  be  autho- 
rized/' then  the  bond  is  in  force ;  and  it  seems  to  me,  that 
if  the  opposite  construction  were  to  prevail,  the  conse* 
quence  would  be,  as  was  ably  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Barlow^ 
that  no  business  could  be  transacted  after  the  act  came 
into  operation,  until  the  agents  obtained  fresh  licences,  and 
business  would  be  suspended  until  the  whole  class  should 
have  taken  out  their  licences.  The  argument  arising 
out  of  the  appointment  of  the  clerks  is  also  a  very  strong 
one ;  the  clerk  continues,  and  how  absurd  it  would  be  if 
we  were  not  to  hold  that  the  principal  continues  also.  A 
doubt  was  raised  by  Mr.  Jervis,  when  he  moved  this  rule, 
whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  keep 
alive  the  bond  and  licence ;  and  we  have  had  quoted  five 
cases  to  shew  that  it  was  done  by  express  words  in  those 
instances.  These  have  been  gone  through  by  Mr.  Barlow, 
and  he  has  shewn  very  good  reasons  for  the  introduction 
of  those  clauses ;  because,  in  every  one  of  those  cases,  ex- 
cept that  referred  to  in  the  Registry  Act,  it  is  clear  that 
the  words  are  prospective ;  and  if  they  are  to  give  opera- 
tion to  existing  bonds  or  licences,  there  must  be  a  clause  to 
that  effect;  he  has  explained  all,  except  the  provision  as  to 
the  ship's  register,  and  has  given  a  plausible  reason  for  that. 
And  after  all,  if  the  legislature  has  been  more  scrupulous  in 
those  cases  than  in  this,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  did 
not  mean  the  same  thing  here.  It  seems  to  me,  that  the  act 
continues  the  privilege  of  acting  as  licensed  agent,  and  that 


HILARY  T£RM»  7  WILL.  IV.  S09 

8.  144  is  to  be  read,  ''unless  already  authorized,  or  here-  £«*•  y  finu^ 
after  to  be  authorized  ;'*  and  if  so,  the  licence  continues,  '  ^ 

and  the  bond  continues  also.  Rex 

At&ins. 
BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  After  what 
has  been  stated  so  fully  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my 
Brother  Parity,  I  think  it  unnecessary  to  assign  any  reasons 
for  coming  to  that  conclusion,  except  as  to  the  continua- 
tion of  the  licence.  I  think  it  is  quite  clear,  that,  by  the 
3  &  4  Will.  c.  52,  ss.  144  to  147,  it  was  intended  that  these 
should  be  continuing  licences ;  because  the  provisions  in 
those  clauses  are  such  as  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
annihilation  of  the  licences  existing  at  the  passing  of  the 
act.  The  first  clause,  the  144th,  my  Brother  Parke  has 
alluded  tOj  and  I  will  not  go  again  over  the  ground  he  has 
so  clearly  pointed  out  But  in  the  147th  section  there  is 
a  provision,  that  no  person  shall  be  admitted  to  be  clerk 
to  more  than  one  agent,  nor  until  his  name  and  residence, 
and  the  date  of  his  appointment,  shall  have  been  endorsed 
on  the  licence,  &c.,  *'  unless  such  person  shall  have  been 
appointed  with  the  consent  of  the  commissioners  before  the 
commencement  of  this  act.**  Does  not  that  mean  clerks 
appointed  before  the  passing  of  the  act?  Let  us  look  at 
the  consequences  of  the  ^opposite  conclusion.  There 
would  be  a  perfect  hiatus,  during  which  they  must  sus- 
pend all  operations.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  last 
acts  which  at  all  makes  it  necessary  to  alter  the  nature  of 
these  bonds.  On  these  grounds,  I  think  there  is  no  foun- 
dation for  the  defendant's  argument  upon  the  first  point; 
and  upon  the  second  point,  which  has  been  so  fully  com- 
mented on  that  I  need  not  add  anything  more,  I  think  the 
Crown  is  equally  entitled  to  judgment. 

GuRNKY,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
1837. 


The  defendants, 
after  obtaining 
a  week's  time 
to  plead,  took 
out  several 
aummoases,  on 
successive  days, 
for  further  time, 
the  last  being 
returnable  on 
the  day  after 
the  week's  time 
expired;  but 
took  no  order 
on  either  of 
them.    On  that 
same  day  the 
plaintiff  signed 
judgment : — 
Held  regular. 


Bass  v.  Cooper  and  Three  Others. 

xN  this  C2iseJervishad  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  a 
judgment  signed  against  three  of  the  four  defendants^  for 
irregularity.  The  declaration  was  delivered,  with  a  demand 
of  plea,  on  the  13th  December ;  on  the  4th  January  an  order 
was  obtained  for  a  week's  time  to  plead,  on  the  application 
of  two  of  the  defendants, — which  therefore  expired  on  the 
1 1th ;  on  the  9th  a  summons  was  taken  out  before  a  Judge  of 
the  King's  Bench,  onbehalf  of  all  the  defendants,  for  further 
time  to  plead,  returnable  on  the  10th ;  on  the  10th  they 
took  out  a  second  similar  summons,  returnable  on  the  II  th, 
but  not  peremptory ;  and  on  the  11th  another  peremptory 
summons  for  the  same  purpose  was  taken  out  before  a 
Baron,  returnable  on  the  12th.  On  the  latter  day,  at 
eleven  o'clock,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment.  The  al- 
leged irregularity  was,  that  the  summons  of  the  10th  being 
returnable  and  returned  before  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  pleading,  operated  as  a  stay  of  proceedings,  and  pre- 
cluded the  plaintiff  from  signing  judgment  till  it  was  dis- 
posed of. — It  was  also  contended,  on  the  authority  oiKernp 
V.  Fyson  (a),  that  the  judgment  could  not  be  signed  until 
the  evening  of  the  12th ;  but  now,  after  the  decision  in 
BlundeU  v.  Hanson  (6)  overruling  that  case,  this  ground 
of  objection  was  given  up. 


Piatt  shewed  cause,  and  objected,  in  the  first  place,  that 
the  summons  of  the  10th  was  improperly  taken  out  before 
a  Judge  of  the  King's  Bench.  [Parke^  B. — There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  Judges  of  all  the  Courts  have  the  same 
jurisdiction  in  such  matters.]  Then  the  summons  of  the 
11th  was  an  abandonment  of  the  two  former. 


(«)  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  266. 


(6)  Ante,  p.  243. 
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Parke,  B.,  (to  Jervis). — Why  did  not  you  take  out  an  Exeh.  of  Pieat, 
order  on  the  second  summons,  on  the  11th  ?     You  are  not 
at  liberty  to  go  on  ad  infinitum  with  successive  summonses. 
The  rule  must  be  discharged^  but  without  costs,  as  it  was 
obtained  on  the  supposed  authority  of  Kemp  v.  Fyson. 

Rule  discharged. 


Gilbert  and  Another  v.  Pape. 
JM. ANSEL  moved  for  the  defendant's  discharge  under  ^  defendant  i> 

not  entitled  to 

the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  123,  as  having  Iain  in  prison  twelve  hiidiaciuirge 
months  for  a  debt  under  201,    It  appeared,  however,  that  43  q^  |^ 
the  defendant  had  not  been  a  prisoner  within  the  walls,  f-  ^^'»  ""'*" 

'^  'he  hu  been 

but  had  resided  in  the  rules  of  the  prison.  confined  for 

the  twelve 
months  wiihin 

Barstow  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  a  case  of  Sump-  ^^^^^^ 
iion  V.  Monzani  (a),  in  the  King's  Bench,  as  shewing  that 
a  residence  within  the  rules  was  not  the  custody  contem- 
plated by  the  act  of  parliament ;  and  on  the  authority  of 
that  case,  the  rule  was 

Discharged. 

(a)  Certified  by  the  Master  of  the  King's  Bench  :^ 

Sumption  v,  Momzani,  K.  B.,  Easter  Term,  1836. 
This  was  an  application  for  the  defendant's  discharge  out  of  custody, 
under  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  123.    In  fiill  Court :— Held  not  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  not  being  in  actual  custody  toithin  the  walU,  but  living  within 
the  rules. 

Archboldy  for  the  plaintiff;  Peier$dorf,  for  the  defendant. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat, 
1837. 


Poolb's  Bail. 


Where  the  de-    \yLARKSON  moTed  to  justify  bail  in  this  cause;  but 

prisoner,  and      the  notice  being  only  a  two  days'  notice,  and  not  stating,  as 

See  of  baiHs"     '^®  ^^^  really  was,  that  the  defendant  was  a  prisoner, 

given,  the  notice  Gurney^  B.,  (sitting  alone),  was  of  opinion  that    the 

the  defendant     bail  ought  to  be  rejected ;  but  Clarkson  stated,  that  in  a 

it  a  prisoner.      ^^^  y^^f^^^  Litlledale,  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court  (a),  the  same 

objection  had  been  overruled,  on  the  ground  that  the 

plaintiff  must  be  fully  aware  of  the  fact  of  the  defendant's 

being  a  prisoner. 

Gurnet,  B.,  referred  to  the  cases  of  Creighion*^Bail{b}f 
and  FritKs  Bail  (c),  and  desired  this  motion  to  be  made 
to  the  full  Court. 

Clarkson  now  moved  accordingly. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  notice  ought  to  state  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  is  a  prisoner.  We  have  made  some  inquiry 
about  the  case  referred  to,  but  are  not  satisfied  as  to  its 
circumstances.  The  plaintiff  does  not  necessarily  know 
that  the  defendant  is  in  custody,  since  he  may  render 
without  any  information  being  given  to  the  plaintiff;  this 
notice  is  therefore  irregular. 

GuRNEY,  B.— There  is  also  this  difference,  that  ia  this 
Court  the  rule  of  allowance  operates  as  a  supersedeas,  and 
discharges  the  prisoner  oat  of  custody :  which  is  not  so  in 
the  King's  Bench. 

Bail  rejected. 


(o)  Pi€rc€'i  Bail,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  252.  {h)  1  Cr.  &  M.  336. 

(c)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  229. 


HILARY  TKUMy  7  WILL.  IV.  313 

Exch»  of  Pleat, 
1837. 

Jones  v.  Barnes.  ^      '^^      ^ 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  where  the  ver- 
delivered,  and  on  the  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  trieVbeforeT 
Gloucestershire,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  for  an  »|»criff  or  judge 

^  ofanmfenor 

amount  under  40«.  court,  by  writ 

of  trial,  under 
3  &  4  Will  4, 

FranciOon  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  fo*fjj*j},^' " 
plaintiff  should  not  produce  the  writ  of  trial  to  the  under-  40«.,  he  has 
sheriff,  for  him  to  certify  thereon,  under  the  4*3  Elis.  c.  G»  ^rt^y^mider 
s.  2,  that  the  damages  recovered  were  under  40*.,  in  order  Jl^g^^f  *^' 
to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs;  or  why,  upon  payment  of  *^«P"T1.*® 
the  debt  without  costs,  all    proceedings  should  not  be  costs;  and  the 
stayed.     [Parte,  B.-Has  the  sheriff  any  power  to  certify  fn^rfere  L" °' 
under  that  statute?]  The  statute  authorizes  "the  Judges  «ay  thepro- 

••  *'        ceedings  on 

of  the  Court,  and  the  justices  before  whom  the  cause  is  payment  of  the 

tried,"  to  certify.     The  sheriff*  though  not  a  justice,  is  a  costs ^but"** 

fudge,  before  ^yhom  the  cause  is  tried.     He  has  the  same  ^^^;,^J^^^ 

powers  as  a  judge  to  nonsuit,  and  direct  the  jury,  and  answer  to  an 

reserve  points  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court.     If  he  for  a  writ  of 

has  not  a  power  to  certify,  the  Writ  of  Trial  Act  has  to  lu^^lJ^lgJ^ute 

this   extent    repealed   the  48  Elia.     In    fVardroper  v.  » less  than  40s. 

Richardson  (a),   the  Court  certainly  decided  against  a 

similar  application;  and  Parke,  B.,  there  said,  it  was 

not  intended  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17,  to  give  the 

power  of  certifying  to  sheriffs  and  other  judges  to  whom 

causes  were  sent  by  writ  of  trial;   that  there  was  once 

a  clause  to  this  effect  in  the  bill,  but  it  was  struck  out. 

IParie,  B. — I  only  spoke  of  that  historically.   Lord  Min* 

ger,  C.B. — The  sheriff  is  made,  in  effect,  not  a  judge 

or  a  justice,  but  an  officer  or  commissioner  of  the  Court 

only,  for  the  purpose   of  trying  the  cause.]     Then  the 

Court  will  grant  the  other  part  of  the  application,  that 


(a)  1  Ad.  &  EUii,  76. 
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Exeh.  t^  Pieoi,  upoD  payment  of  the  debt  without  costs,  all  farther  pro* 
ceedings  may  be  stayed.  IParke,  B. — It  must  appear 
that  the  debt  really  due  was  under  40^.,  and  that  it  was 
one  which  could  be  sued  for  in  the  County  Court]  It 
appears  from  the  verdict  that  the  debt  was  under  40^.,  and 
the  venue  being  laid  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  it  must 
be  taken  that  the  debt  was  incurred  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  in  that  county.  IParke,  B. — The  goods  may 
have  been  sold  in  one  county  and  delivered  in  another. 
Have  you  any  case  in  which  the  Court  has  interfered, 
except  at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  unless 
it  appeared  from  the  pleadings,  or  from  the  plaintifTs  own 
admission,  that  the  cause  of  action  was  less  than  40«.,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bona  fide  suing  for  more?] 
Certainly  not;  but  before  the  recent  act,  the  Courts  were 
not  called  upon  to  interfere  after  verdict,  because  the 
Judge  at  the  trial  had  power  to  certify.  Perhaps  the 
Court  may  think,  that  as  the  sheriff  was  only  their  oflScer, 
and  they  were  trying  the  cause  by  him,,  they  can  now 
grant  the  certificate. 

Lord  Abimoer,  C.  B. — No ;  the  Court  has  no  such 
power.  On  the  application  to  have  the  cause  tried  before 
the  sheriff,  the  defendant  had  the  means  of  suggesting 
that  the  action  was  brought  for  less  than  40^.^  as  a  reason 
for  not  trying  it  before  the  sheriff. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  action  is  brought  for  less  than  40^., 
that  should  be  shewn  for  cause  before  the  Judge,  on  the 
application  to  have  the  cause  tried  before  the  sheriff. 

The  other  Barons  concurred. 

Rule  refused 
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Taylor  ©•  Montague.  " 

Godson  had  obtaiRed  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  A  piaintiflp; 

^  after  Issue 

of  a  nonsuit ;  against  which  Knotcles  now  shewed  cause,  joined,  became 
on  an   aflSdavit  stating  that  since  issue  was  joined,  the  a^de'de&aTt, 
plaintiff  had  become  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  had  re-  JJ^^f^JJI^* 
fused  to  proceed  with  the  action.    He  offered  to  give  a  to  proceed 

^         y.  ••  with  the  suit: 

peremptory  undertaking.  the  Court  re- 

futed  to  dis* 
charge  a  rule 

Godion  having  been  heard  in  support  of  the  rule,  for  judgment 

as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  on  a 

Per  Curiam.— The  bankruptcy  has  put  an  end  to  the  5*^1227, 
plaintiff's  right  of  action,  and  vested  it  in  the  assignees,  nniess  security 
who  refuse  to  proceed  with  the  suit.     The  rule  can  be  also  given. 
discharged  only  on  a  peremptory  undertaking,  and  on  the 
plaintiff^s  giving  security  for  the  costs  of  the  cause  within 
a  month  from  this  time;  otherwise  the  rule  must  be  abso- 
lute. 

Rule  accordingly. 


WiLKiNS  r.  Perkins. 

iUii/2772\^  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  Whenaeopy 
taxation  of  costs  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  ^ts\nd  affl- 
on  the  ground  that  no  copy  of  the  bill  of  costs  and  affi-  ^''^°[|^7„*'" 
davit  of  increase  had  been  delivered  with  the  notice  of  delivered  wiih 

i/v      «ir     m      1    T»r»ii     A  t  the  l»Olic«  of 

taxation,  pursuant  to  rule  10,  M.  T.  1  Will.  4*.     It  ap-  taxation,  as 
peared  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  having  obtained  an  |[^?eioof  M.T. 
appointment  to  tax,  and  served  it  on  the  defendant's  at-  i  Will.  4,  the 
torney,  attended  at  the  time  appointed  before  the  Master,  regular,  unless 
but  the  defendant's  attorney  did  not  attend,  and  the  bill  w^ves  Uie  oiJ 
was  taxed  ex  parte.  ^^^':^' 

Otherwise;  and 

Humfrey  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  prac-  ,e* it  aside, 
tice  was  to  deliver  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  costs  with  the 

VOL.  II.  Y  M.  w. 
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itf  PkM,  notice  of  taxation,  only  in  case  the  other  party  required 
^     ^     it;  but  if  it  was  not  required,  it  was  sufficient  if  it  were 
given  to  the  party  on  going  before  the  Master. 

Parks,  B< — ^The  rule  requires  that  a  copy  of  the  bill 
shall  be  delivered  with  the  notice  of  taxation,  and  the 
practice  is  that  the  party  shall  do  so,  unless  the  rule  is 
waived.  Here  the  party  did  not  attend  the  taxation,  and 
there  was  nothing  which  amounted  to  a  waiver.  The 
terms  of  the  rule  are  express. 


The  other  Barons  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Rex  r.  The  Sheriff  of  Kent,  in  a  Cause  of  Potter  r. 
Simpson. 

••  Tbt  defendant  AS  attachment  having  issued  against  the  Sheriff  of  Kent 

in'mybmili-""    ^o'  ^^^  making  a  return  to  a  writ  of  capias : 

wick''iiabad 

return  to  a  writ 

of  capias.  Clarkson  moved  to  set  aside  the  attachment,   on  the 

in  the  execution  ground  that  the  sheriff  had  made  a  return,  which  the 
fa  TO^S*"  affidavit  on  which  he  moved  stated  to  be  as  follows  :— 

foranattaeh«     <<  The  within-named  defendant  is  not  to  be  found  in  my 

nent  against 

a  sberiff  bailiwick.'*    He  argued  that  this  was  a  sufficient  return, 

and  could  not  have  misled  tlie  plaintiff!    [Paries  B. — The 

return  is  irregular.   Non  est  inventus  is  the  proper  return ; 

that  is,  "  He  is  nol  found  in  my  bailiwick."]     The  affida* 

vit  states  that  in  practice  returns  have  been  made  in  this 

form,  and  in  the  appendix  to  Watson  on  Sheriffs  (a),  the 

form  is  so  given. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  usual  return  is,  "  He  is  not  found  in 
my  bailiwick/'  which  means,  that  he  could  not  be  found 

(a)  Appendix,  c.  6,  8. 3,  p.  d70. 
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at  any  time  while  the  sheriff  had  the  writ.    The  ofHcer  JBm*-  4  i^Vm^ 

1837 
informs  us  that  that  is  the  uniform  mode  of  making  the  ^ 

return.  R«« 

V. 

Sheriff  of  Kt  XT. 


Aldbrson,  B. — The  common  return  of  non  est  inven*> 
tus  has  a  specific  technical  meaning,  and  it  had  better  not 
be  departed  from.  This  return^  not  being  in  the  usual 
form,  was  irregular.  The  argument  now  raised  shews  the 
importance  of  adhering  to  the  strict  form. 

Clariton  then  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
return  should  not  be  amended,  and  why  the  attachment 
should  not  be  set  aside,  on  payment  of  costs.  Against 
which, 

ChandlesB  subsequently  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that 
the  sheriff  had  not  used  due  diligence  in  endeavouring  to 
make  the  arrest. 

Parke,  B. — Assuming  that  to  have  been  the  case,  what 
means  have  we  now  of  ascertaining  what  amount  of  damage 
the  plaintiff  may  have  sustained  by  the  sheriff's  default 
in  the  execution  of  mesne  process? — How,  then,  can  the 
attachment  be  allowed  to  stand,  which  fixes  him  for  the 
amount  of  the  whole  debt?  The  attachment  must  be  a^^ 
aside  on  payment  of  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


Allen  v.  Walker. 
Assumpsit  against  the  defendant  as  the  indorser  of  a  TomtcdoD 

^  .  -  -      .         sffunst  the  d 


^  o  Hif     1        •gwn»t  the  de* 

bill  of  exchange  for  2iL  &.,  drawn  by  one  Susanna  Morley  fendint  u 

indoner  of  a 
bill  of  exchange, 
he  pleaded  that "  he  did  not  make  or  draw  the  bill  of  eichange  as  In  the  declaration  alleged:"— 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  treat  this  plea  ai  a  nullity,  and  aign  Judgment  ai 


for  want  tf  a  plea. 

y2 
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Jbreft.  if  Phai,  on  and  accepted  by  Rebecca  Saunders,  and  by  the  said 
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S.  Morley.  indorsed  to  the  defendant,  who  indorsed  it  to 
the  plaintiff :  with  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  The 
time  for  pleading  being  out,  an  application  was  made  to 
Boliand,  B.,  at  chambers,  for  farther  time  to  plead,  but 
on  hearing  the  attorneys  on  both  sides,  that  application 
was  refused;  whereupon  the  defendant*8  attorney  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  at  the  judge's  chambers  a  plea 
of  the  general  issue.  On  the  same  day  another  plea  was 
delivered  at  the  office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  in  the 
city,  and  notice  was  served  that  the  plea  first  delivered 
was  abandoned.  The  plea  so  left  at  the  office  was,  as  to 
the  first  count,  that  *'  the  defendant  did  not  make  or  draw 
the  said  supposed  bill  of  exchange  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, as  in  that  count  alleged ;"  to  the  last  count,  non 
assumpsit*  The  plaintiff's  attorney,  not  knowing  to  which 
of  the  pleas  the  notice  referred,  signed  judgment. 

R.  K.  Richards  having,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  this  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside, 

Evans  now  shewed  cause* — ^The  judgment  was  properly 
signed ;  because,  if  the  defendant's  attorney  intended 
that  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration 
4iouId  remain,  that  is  no  plea  to  the  first  count.  But  the 
other  pico.  «o  the  first  count,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
make  or  draw  the  \>ill  of  exchange,  is  a  nullity.  The  plea 
ought  to  traverse  or  deny  some  allegation  in  the  declara- 
tion; but  this  plea  does  not,  as  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  de- 
claration that  the  defendant  drew  the  bill,  but  only  that  he 
indorsed  it.    The  judgment  is  therefore  regular. 

Parkb,  B.— The  plea  is  bad  in  point  of  form,  but 
as  every  indorser  is  in  law  a  new  drawer,  it  is  good  in 
substance.  If  the  declaration  be  considered  with  that 
view,  you  cannot  treat  such  a  plea  as  a  nullity.  You  shoukl 
have  demurred  to  the  plea  instead  of  signing  judgment. 
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Aldeeson,  B. — The  plea  is,  that  the  defendaiit  did  not  **|^'*^ 
make  or  draw  the  bill  of  exchange  as  in  the  first  count 
alleged.    Now  the  manner  in  that  count  alleged  is  by  in- 
dorsement.   That  is  a  traverse,  and  the  plea  cannot  be 
treated  as  a  nallity. 

The  rest  of  the  G>urt  concurred. 

Rule.-absolute. 


Ga]u>ek  9.  Crbswbll. 

JbdRLEj  on  a  former  day,  had  obtained  a  rule  for  an  at-  An  OiaavU  t* 
tachment  against  a  witness,  for  not  obeying  a  subpoena,  Slia  for  «i  mt- 
by  which  the  plaintiff  sustained  a  loss  upon  the  triaL  •^^I'wb^ 

Barttow  shewed  cause. — ^There  is  a  preliminary  ob*  Ii!i*^iI|^of  Oit 
jection   here,   inasmuch  as  the  aiGdavit  on  whidi  the  ^T^^^^JL 
rule  was  obtained  does  not  state  that  at  the  time  of  the  psu  wn 
service  of  the  subpcena  the  original  subpcena  was  shewn,  {,  J^fldUt 
which  is  essential;  Wadsworth  v.  Marshall  (a).    There  l^^^^^ 
Bayletfi  B., says,  "The  Master  reports  to  us  that  the  BBdavitdon 


orcHnary  course  is  to  shew  tlie  original  process  at  the 
time  of  senrice,  and  that  unless  that  be  done  an  at- 
tachment cannot  be  moved  for.**  It  may  be  said  that 
in  that  case  it  was  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  party 
against  whom  the  application  was  made,  negatively,  that 
the  original  subpcena  was  not  shewn ;  but  in  Rex  ▼.  Wood{]b\ 
it  was  held  by  LiUledale,  J.,  that  it  must  be  shewn  by  the 
party  applying  for  the  attachment  that  the  original  was 
shewn.  So, in  Wilton  v.  Chambers  (c)^  on  amotion  for  an 
attachment  against  a  sheriff  for  an  insufficient  return,  the 
Court  refused  to  take  cognisance  of  the  return  unless  an 


(a)  1  Cr.  8i  Meeson,  87-  (c)  5  Nev.  &  Man.  431. 

(ft)  1  Dowl  P.  C.  509. 
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JSw*.  ofPhoMt  oiBce  copy  were  produced,  verified  by  affidavit,  althougli 

-     there  was  an  affidavit  by  a  party  as  to  his  belief  that  no 

Gabdem       sufficient  return  had  been  made.     That  was  on  the  princi- 

Cbcbweli..     pie  that  when  seeking  to  bring  a  party  into  contempt  you 

must  come  with   proper  materials,  and  that  it  must  be 

shewn  clearly  that  the  contempt  has  been  committed. 

Erht  contra. — In  the  case  of  Wadswarih  v.  Manhattj 
the  affidavit  in  answer  to  the  rule  stated  expressly  that 
at  the  time  of  the  service  the  original  was  not  shewn ; 
and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  to 
do  so. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — No^  that  is  not  necessary.  The 
party  against  whom  the  application  is  made  may  shew 
cause  on  the  affidavits  used  against  him ;  and  whenever  a 
party  is  sought  to  be  brought  into  contempt,  it  must  be 
clearly  made  out  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  it. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Dob  dL  Nanney  r.  Gore. 

^ci'^SljI^w^*  Ejectment  for  a  piece  of  land,  called  Moelhebog, 
thecomoiis-  situate  in  the  parish  of  Llanfihangel-y-Pennant,  in  the 
sioner,  by  deeds  -^  ••%%!*  wr        t  T^t_ 

executed  in  the    county  of  Carnarvon,  tried  before   Vaughant  J.,  at  the 

fti^teTby  t'wo    '^^t  Carnarvon  assizes.   The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed 

witnesses,  to 
•ell  each  por- 
tions of  the  waste  lands  as  should  be  necessary  to  defray  the  expenses  of  carrying  the  act  into  exe- 
cution, before  award  made.  In  ^ectment  by  a  party  claiming  under  a  conveyance  from  the  eonmis- 
sioner  in  pursuance  of  such  power,  it  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  land 
with  the  view  of  exchanging  it  with  the  defendant;  that  he  never  took  possession  of  it,  and  that  the 
defendant,  some  years  after  the  conveyance,  fenced  it  in,  and  had  occupied  it  by  his  tenants  ever 
since,  a  period  of  less  than  20  years.  It  did  not  appear  that  any  award  had  been  made  under  the 
Inclosure  Act:— HsM,  that  the  plaintiff  wm  not  bound,  in  order  to  recover  in  the  ^ectment,  to 
prove  that  the  commissioner  had  duly  qaali6ed,  and  given  the  notices,  &o.  required  by  the  Gene- 
ral ladosnie  Act,  before  the  execution  of  the  convtyance. 
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by  a  conveyance  from  Walter  Jones,   the  commissioner  BttdL  tfPkm^ 


appointed  by  a  local  act  of  parliament,  passed  in  the  year 
1812|  for  the  inclosure  of  the  commons  and  waste  lands 
within  the  parish  of  Llanfihangel-y-Pennant,  and  which 
contained  a  clause  empowering  the  commissioner,  before 
making  any  award,  to  sell  such  portions  of  the  waste  lands 
as  should  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  act 
into  execution,  and  to  convey  the  same  by  indenture,  to  be 
executed  by  him  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  two 
credible  witnesses.  The  commissioner,  in  pursuance  of 
such  power,  put  up  to  auction,  in  January  1816,  the  land 
in  dispute  in  this  action,  together  with  other  portions  of 
the  wastes,  and  it  was  purchased  by  a  Mr.  Williams,  who 
was  at  that  time  the  land-agent  of  Mr.  Gore,  the  defend- 
ant, for  Mr.  David  Nanney,  the  uncle  of  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff:  but  on  the  conveyance  being  produced,  the  exe* 
cution  by  the  commissioner  appeared  to  be  attested  by  one 
witness  only.  It  was  thereupon  objected  for  the  defend* 
ant,  that  the  conveyance  by  the  commissioner  being  in 
execution  of  a  power,  all  the  requisites  of  the  power  must 
be  strictly  pursued,  and  therefore  the  conveyance  was 
invalid  for  want  of  the  attestation  of  a  second  witness.  The 
learned  judge  reserved  the  point,  and  allowed  the  case 
to  proceed.  It  appeared  that  the  land  was  purchased 
by  Mr.  Nanney  with  the  view  of  exchanging  it  and  other 
land  of  his  in  the  neighbourhood,  for  some  fields  of  the 
defendant's  lying  nearer  to  his  residence.  A  valuation 
was  accordingly  made,  by  two  surveyors  respectively  ap- 
pointed by  Mr.  Nanney  and  the  defendant,  of  the  pro- 
perty proposed  to  be  exchanged,  including  Moelhebog. 
Mr.  Nanney,  in  consequence,  never  took  actual  possession 
of  that  piece,  and  the  defendant,  about  three  years  after  the 
date  of  the  conveyance,  inclosed  with  a  stone  wall  three 
sides  of  it  which  were  before  open  to  the  common,  and  his 
tenants  had  ever  since  occupied  it.  The  negotiation  for 
the  exchange  ultimately  went  off;  but  letters  of  the  de» 
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Sxeh,  of  Pleatt  fendant  were  put  in,  in  which  he  recognized  the  title  of 
the  plaintiiF  under  the  conveyance,  and  admitted  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  valuation.  Mr.  David  Nanney  died  in  1825, 
having  devised  his  real  estate  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 
It  did  not  appear  that  the  commissioner  had  made  any 
award  under  the  inclosure  act. 

On  this  eyidence,  it  was  objected  for  the  defendant, 
that  inasmuch  as  no  possession  had  been  taken  in  pursu* 
ance  of  the  conveyance  from  the  commissioner  under  the 
inclosure  act,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  mere 
title  conferred  by  the  conveyance,  but  was  bound  to  have 
proved  the  qualification  of  the  commissioner,  and  that 
the  notices,  &c.,  required  by  the  General  Inclosure  Act, 
41  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  in  order  to  give  him  authority,  had  been 
given;  and  Rexy,  Haslingfield{a)  was  referred  to  as  an 
authority  to  that  effect.  The  learned  judge  reserved 
this  point  also ;  and  a  verdict  having  been  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  • 

JervUi  in  Michaelmas  term,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved.  No  possession 
having  been  taken  under  the  conveyance  from  the  com- 
missioner, it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  his 
qualification,  and  the  regularity  of  his  proceedings.  The 
non-execution  of  any  award  raised  an  inference  that  there 
was  some  defect  in  the  proceedings.  Rex  v.  Hfulingfield 
is  strongly  in  point.  There  was  here  the  same  negative 
evidence  as  in  that  case  to  impeach  the  title  derived  from 
the  commissioner,  the  defendant  having  retained  posses* 
sion  of  the  land.  [AUerson,  B. — The  defendant  shews  no 
title  at  all.]  The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has 
shewn  title.  IParke^  B. — How  does  the  evidence  raise 
any  presumption  that  the  commissioner  had  not  duly  qua* 
lified?] 

(<^  2  M.  &  SeL  658. 
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The  rule  was  refused  on  this  point,  but  on  the  objec-  Ejrck.  iff  pieoi, 
tion  taken  to  the  validity  of  the  conveyance  a  rule  nisi  was  ^ 

granted,   which  in  Hilary  Term   was  made  absolute, —         Doe 
Wetshtfi  who  appeared  to  shew  cause,  admitting  that  that       Nannky 
objection  must  prevail.  ^^^^ 

Rule  absolute. 


Jones  r.  Jones. 
ffERVIS  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  it  w  no  ground 

/•  •       1  •  111  1  X       •  J  At        '°''  disallowing 

taxation  of  costs  m  this  case  snould  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  the  plaintiff's 
ground  that  the  plaintiff's  attorney  was  not  an  attorney  of  ^""'Vwutc, 
this  Court  during  the  time  that  the  business  was  done,  and  »"  r**!^V ^^'^ 

,  plaintiff  ha» 

had  not  the  consent  in  writing  of  any  attorney  of  this  recovered  a 
Court  authorizing  him  to  practise  in  his  name,  pursuant  to  ^^  is  not  on  th* 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  ^,  8.  10.    The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  '?"  ?^*"^"'f? 

'  '  of  this  court,  if 

was  obtained  stated  that  the  action  was  commenced  in  the  it  appears  that 

the  London 

month  of  February  1836,  by  Messrs.  Weeks  and  Gilbert-  agent**  name  ia 
son,  as  the  agents  of  Mr.  H.  R.  Williams,  who  was  and  J^X^dV^- 
acted  as  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  from  the  «ef '»«»» "wi 

J  *  ^  he  has  con- 

time  of  the  commencement  thereof:  that  the  said  H.  R.  ducted  all  tiie 

W.  was  admitted  an  attorney  of  this  Court  on  the  23rd  of  cour^^and^ 

May  last,  and  not  before:  that  the   defendant's  agent  ^'57hXwuntry 

attended  the  taxation  of  costs,  and  objected  to  all  costs  in-  attorney  on 

curred  before  the  23d  of  May  being  allowed,  on  the  ground  the  suit. 

that  the  said  H.  R.  W.  was  not  admitted  an  attorney  of 

this  Court  before,  and  that  he  the  said  H.  R.  W.  was  the 

plaintiff's  attorney  in  the  cause,  and  had  practised  therein 

in  his  own  name  as  such  attorney,  and  not  in  the  name  of 

any  other  attorney  of  this  Court,  with  the  consent  in 

writing  of  such  attorney,  signed  by  such  attorney;  but  that, 

notwithstanding  such  objection,  the  Master  allowed  the 

pluntiff  costs  from  the  commencement  of  the  cause. — 

Another  affidavit  also  stated  that  the  name  of  H.  R.  W. 

was  indorsed  on  the  copy  of  the  writ  of  suxmons :  that 


SS4  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

**«*•  ofTUa%,  the  said  H.  R.  W.,  as  such  plaintiff's  attorney,  did  conduct 
^  '  -    the  cause,  and  attended  in  that  capacity  at  the  trial. 
Jokes 

JoNEf.  /2.  V.  Richards  shewed  cause  on  the  affidavit  of  Mr. 

Gilbertson,  an  attorney  of  this  Court  and  Mr.  Williams's 
London  agent,  uhich  stated  that  his  name  was  inserted  in 
the  declaration  with  his  consent  and  permission,  and  that 
his  name  was  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  declaration  and 
other  proceedings ;  that  the  said  H.  R.  W.  had  been  many 
years  an  attorney  of  the  King*s  Bench  ;  that  he  the  depo* 
nent  had  sent  tlie  said  H.  R.  W.  a  copy  of  the  declaration 
filed  in  the  cause,  and  had,  from  the  beginning  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  action,  conducted  so  much  thereof  as  is 
usually  conducted  by  London  agents.  Richards  contended 
that  from  these  facts  the  consent  of  the  London  attorney 
must  be  inferred,  and  that  there  was  nothing  contrary  to 
the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23.  [Parke,  B. — ^This  is  similar  to  the 
case  of  Goodner  v.  Cover  (a),  where  it  was  held  to  be 
no  ground  for  disallowing  the  plaintiflF*s  attorney's  costs, 
if  it  appeared  that  he  conducted  the  proceedings  in  the 
name  of  a  London  attorney,  who  was  an  attorney  of  this 
Court.] 

Jervis^  contriL — There  the  proceedings  must  have  been 
in  the  name  of  the  London  attorney,  but  here  the  name  of 
the  country  attorney  was  indorsed  on  the  writ,  and  in  the 
affidavit  of  increase  he  describes  himself  as  the  plaintiff's 
attorney.  The  case  of  Latham  v.  Hyde  (ft)  shews  that 
an  attorney  of  another  court,  who  conducts  an  action  in 
this  Court  in  his  own  name,  can  bring  no  action  for  his 
fees.  The  consent  is  by  the  statute  a  condition  precedent, 
and  the  want  of  it  cannot  be  cured  by  any  subsequent 
adoption  by  the  London  agent.     Meekinv.  fVhaUey{e\ 


{a)  3  Dowl.  Pr.  C.  424.  {h)  1  C.  &  M.  128. 

(c)  1  Biog.  N.  C.  59;  4  Moo.  &  So.  494;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  823. 
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which  was  a  case  on  the  Certificate  Act,  and  Humphreys  B«*-  ^f^*^* 

▼•  Harvey  (a),  which  was  a  question  as  to  the  enrolment, 

shew  how  strict  the  rules  are  which  apply  to  attornies. 

The  proviso  in  the  statute  is  applicable  to  M  attornies, 

and  makes  no  exception  for  country  attornies  practising  in 

the  names  of  their  London  agents. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — This  case  is  distinguishable 
from  Latham  ▼.  Hyde*  The  particulars  of  that  case  are 
not  fully  stated  in  the  report :  but  there  is  enough  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  like  the  present  case.  The  statute  does 
not  require  any  formal  licence,  and  there  is  evidence  of 
the  country  attorney's  having  acted  with  the  consent  of 
his  agent.  In  truth,  Mr.  Gilbertson  himself  is  acting  as 
the  attorney  in  Court,  and  in  all  that  is  done  in  town.  I 
do  not  think  that  the  principle  on  which  the  statute  is 
framed  applies  to  such  a  case  as  the  present.  Latham  v. 
Hyde  only  decides,  that  where  an  attorney  presumes  to 
practise  in  the  name  of  another  attorney,  without  his  con- 
sent, he  shall  not  recover  his  costs. 

Parks,  B. — It  certainly  appears  to  me  that  Gilbertson 
is  the  real  attorney  in  the  suit  as  far  as  relates  to  this 
matter.  I  apprehend  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  a 
country  attorney,  who  employs  an  agent  in  London  to  con- 
duct the  business  of  the  suit  in  Court.  But  even  if  it 
does,  there  is  evidence  here  of  the  consent  to  be  collected 
from  the  correspondence. 

BoLLAKD,  B.|  and  Gurnbt,  B«,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 

(«)  1  Biog.  N.  G.  62;  4  Moo.  ^  Sc  500 ;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  827. 
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Wbere«  io  trw- 
pais  qu.  d.  fr., 
the  plaiotiff 
cUimed  the 
whole  bed  of  a 
river  flowing 
between  hit 
land  and  the 
defendant'a, 
the  defendant 
contending  that 
each  was  en- 
titled ad  medium 
filum  aquK: — 
Held,  that  evi- 
dence of  acts 
of  ownership 
rzercised  by 
the  plaintiff 
upon  the  bed 
and  banks  of 
the  river  on 
the  defendant'a 
aide,  lower  down 
the  stream,  and 
where  it  flowed 
between  the 
plaintiff's  land 
and  a  farm  of 
C,  adjoining 
the  defendant's 
land, — and  also 
of  repairs  done 
by  the  plaintiff 
to  a  fence  which 
divided  C.'a 
farm  from  the 
river,  and  was 
in  continuation 
of  a  fence 
dividing  the 
defendant'a 
land  from  the 
river, — was 
admisiible  for 
the  plaintiff. 


Jones  v.  Williams. 

XrESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiif's 
close,  situate  between  a  certain  river  or  stream  of  water 
called  Gwy-derigy  and  the  defendant's  farm  called  Dol-y 
Gwynen^  in  the  parish  of  in  the  county  of 

Brecon*  In  other  counts  the  close  was  described  as  a 
portion  of  the  river ;  and  there  was  also  a  count  for  taking 
stones  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.  Pleas,  first,  not  guilty; 
secondly,  that  the  several  closes  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned were  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  defendant; 
with  others  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to*  At  the 
trial  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Brecon  as* 
sizes,  it  appeared  that  the  dispute  between  the  parties 
was  as  to  the  ownership  of  a  portion  of  the  bed  of  a  stream 
called  Gwy-derig,  flowing  between  the  plaintiff's  farm, 
called  Ynysy horde,  and  the  defendant's  farm,  called  Dol- 
y-Gwynen,  its  source  being  at  a  distance  of  some  miles 
from  both.  The  plaintiff  contended  that  the  whole  of  the 
bed  of  the  river  adjacent  to  his  land  belonged  to  him  ;  the 
defendant,  on  the  other  hand,  claimed  it  ad  medium  filum 
aquae*  It  was  opened  for  the  plaintiff,  that  his  farm  ex- 
tended a  greater  distance  down  the  stream  than  the  land 
of  the  defendant  on  the  other  side,  and  his  counsel  pro- 
posed to  adduce  evidence  to  shew,  that  lower  down,  and  op- 
posite another  farm  belonging  to  a  third  party,  called  Cefn 
Cerrig,  the  plaintiff  was  the  undisputed  owner  of  the  whole 
bed  of  the  river,  and  to  prove  acts  of  ownership  exercised, 
and  repairs  done  by  him,  upon  the  bed  and  banks  of  the 
river  on  the  Cefn  Cerrig  side,  and  upon  a  fence  which  ran 
down  the  river  side,  and  was  in  continuation  of  a  fence 
dividing  the  defendant's  land  from  the  river.  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  however  of  opinion  that  this  evidence 
was  not  receivable,  and  accordingly  rejected  it.  A  great 
mass  of  other  evidence  was  adduced  on  both  sides,  and 
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the  derendant  had  a  verdict,  the  jury  finding  that  the  Sxeh.  of  PUaa, 

1837 
river  was  common  to  both  parties.  _  ' 

In  Micliaelmas  term,  Chilton  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 

new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  improperly 

rejected :  citing  Doe  d.  Barrett  v.  Kemp  (a). 

John  Evans  and  W.  M*  Jameenom  shewed  cause. — ^The 
evidence  was  rightly  rejected.  It  was  an  attempt  to  give  in 
evidence  acta  wiiich  were  altogether  res  inter  alios  actae^  in 
order  to  decide  the  question  of  ownership  between  these 
parties.  The  acts  done  or  permitted  between  the  plaintiiF 
and  third  parties,  above  or  below  the  land  of  the  defend- 
ant, could  not  possibly  afford  any  criterion  for  determin- 
ing the  plaintiff's  rights  as  to  that  portion  of  the  stream 
whicli  adjoined  the  defendant's  land.  The  exercise  of  the 
right  as  against  the  owner  of  Cefn  Cerrig  may  ha\e  arisen 
out  of  some  arrangement  with  or  grant  from  the  proprie- 
tor or  occupier  of  that  farm :  or  if  not,  how  can  his  acqui- 
escence or  laches  bind  the  defendant?  Can  it  be  said  that 
a  grant  from  the  owner  of  Cefn  Cerrig,  to  the  plaintiff* 
or  his  predecessors,  of  the  bed  of  the  stream  opposite 
that  farm,  could  have  been  used  in  evidence  against  the 
defendant?  [Parke,  B. — Acts  of  ownership  are  not  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence — that 
goes  only  to  the  value  of  the  evidence — but  as  shewing 
possession,  and  so  proving  title.]  If  there  had  been  any 
evidence  that  both  the  farms,  Dol-y-Gwynen  and  Cefn 
Cerrig,  had  formerly  been  the  property  of  the  same  person, 
and  that  these  acts  of  ownership  had  then  been  exercised, 
there  would  be  some  ground  for  saying  that  the  evidence 
was  applicable  to  the  question  at  issue.  [Parke,  B. — How 
do  you  distinguish  this  case  from  Doe  v.  Kempt  There  it 
was  held,  that  upon  a  question  whether  a  slip  of  waste  land 
between  a  highway  and  the  enclosed  lands  of  the  plaintiff 

(fl)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  102 ;  2  Scott,  9. 
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Exeh,  of  Pleas,  belonged  to  him  or  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  lord 
might  give  evidence  of  acts  of  ownership  on  other  portions 
of  the  waste  land  between  the  same  road  and  the  mclos- 
ures  of  other  persons,  although  at  a  distance  from  the 
piece  in  dispute.  Is  not  the  same  principle  applicable  to 
the  case  of  a  river  ?]  The  decision  there  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  successive  slips  of  land  were  portions  of 
one  continuous  waste :  but  it  was  also  held  that  acts  of 
ownership  exercised  over  other  parts  of  the  waste  within 
the  same  manor,  but  not  adjoining  the  same  road,  were 
not  evidence.  Lord  Denman,  C.  J,,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court,  says: — ''  If  the  lord  has  a  right  to 
one  piece  of  waste  land,  it  affords  no  inference,  even  the 
most  remote,  that  he  has  a  right  to  another  in  the  same 
manor,  although  both  may  be  similarly  situated  with  re- 
spect  to  the  highway :  assuming  that  all  were  originally 
the  property  of  the  same  person,  as  lord  of  the  manor, 
which  is  all  that  the  fact  of  their  being  in  the  same  manor 
proves,  no  presumption  arises  from  his  retaining  one  part 
in  his  hands,  that  he  retained  another;  nor  if  in  one  part 
of  the  manor  the  lord  has  dedicated  a  portion  of  the  waste 
to  the  use  of  the  public,  and  granted  out  the  adjoining 
land  to  private  individuals,  does  it  by  any  means  follow, 
nor  does  it  raise  any  probability,  that  in  another  part  he 
may  not  have  granted  the  whole  out  to  private  individuals, 
and  they  afterwards  have  dedicated  part  as  a  public  road. 
But  the  case  is  very  different  with  respect  to  these  parcels, 
which  from  their  local  situation  may  be  deemed  parts  of 
one  waste  or  common;  as  acts  of  ownership  in  one  part  of 
the  same  field  are  evidence  of  title  to  the  whole."  Those 
observations  apply  strongly  to  the  present  case.  The 
ground  on  which  that,  and  the  other  cases  on  the  subject, 
proceed,  is  the  existence  of  a  unity  of  title  extending  over 
some  general  district,  capable  of  being  recogntMed  as  a 
whole.    Thus,  in  Stanley  v.    White  (a),  this  recognis- 

(<i)  14  East,  332. 
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able  whole  consisted  of  the  woody  belt  surrounding  the  Sxch,  of  PUat, 


whole  of  the  plaintiff's  land ;  in  lyrwhilt  v.  Wynne  (a), 
the  fact  required  by  the  Court  to  make  the  leases 
tendered  in  evidence  admissible,  was,  that  the  locus 
in  quo  should  be  proved  to  constitute  part  of  one  entire 
waste,  to  which  the  leases  were  apphcable ;  and  the  same 
with  respect  to  the  grants  in  Doe  v.  Kemp*  Here  no 
continuity  of  title  whatever  is  shewn ;  all  that  appears  is, 
that  diflTerent  rights  have  been  exercised  in  different  parts 
of  the  same  river.  If  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  whole  river 
or  the  whole  fence,  the  case  would  be  different;  but  he 
only  claims  fifty  yards  of  it,  and  says  he  is  entitled  to  them 
because  he  has  exercised  acts  of  ownership  on  the  next 
fifty  yards.  In  the  same  manner  he  may  assert  a  title  to 
another  successive  portion  of  fifty  yards,  and  so  on,  till 
he  entitles  himself  to  the  whole  river.  Would  it  have 
been  any  proof  of  title  in  Doe  v.  Kemp,  if  the  defendant, 
not  being  the  lord  of  the  manor,  had  proved  acts  of  own* 
ership  on  a  slip  of  the  waste  land  between  that  road  and 
the  lands  of  the  proprietor  next  to  the  plaintiff?  It  may 
be  said,  that  the  continuous  fence  does  constitute  one  as- 
signable whole,  in  the  sense  which  has  been  contended 
for;  but  the  distinction  is,  that  here  the  plaintiff  does  not 
claim  the  whole  fence,  but  only  a  given  length  of  it :  and 
its  continuity  is  broken  by  the  cross  fence  between  the 
defendant's  farm  and  that  of  Cefn  Cerrig.  The  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  make  out  that  this  evidence  alone,  if  he  had  given 
no  other,  would  have  afforded  grounds  on  which  the  jury 
might  have  drawn  a  reasonable  presumption  in  favour  of 
his  right:  whereas,  at  most,  it  can  bear  upon  it  only  by 
such  a  chain  of  remote  possibilities  as  no  reasonable  man 
would  act  upon :  viz.  on  the  assumption  that  both  the  ad- 
joining farms  were  once  in  the  hands  of  the  same  proprie- 
tor, and  were  parted  with  at  the  same  time,  on  the  same 
principle  of  entire  exclusion  from  the  river.   On  the  other 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  654. 
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Eteh.  of  Pleat,  hand,  the  mere  change  of  current,  so  freqaent  in  moun* 

^     tain  streams,  may  have  transferred  the  plaintifPs  boundary 

Jones         from  the  middle  to  the  bank  of  the  river  as  against  Cefn 

Williams.     Cerrig,  while   it   remained   unahered   as   against  Dul-y- 

Gwynen. 

C/iilion,  contra,  (having  referred  to  Evans  y.  Buti,  tried 
before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  Gloucester,  and  decided 
this  term  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench),  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Taking  the  whole  of  the  cir- 
cumstances in  this  case  together,  as  explained  by  the  map^ 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  evidence  was  admissible,  thou^^h 
I  by  no  means  wish  to  be  understood  as  saying  that  it 
iii'ould  be  entitled  to  any  great  weight,  unless  accompa* 
nied  with  other  circumstances  to  give  eiSect  to  it.  Now 
the  question  is  this : — ^The  object  of  the  plaintiff  was  to 
prove  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  whole  stream,  and  for 
that  purpose  it  was  important  to  shew  that  the  usual  pro* 
position  of  law^  that  each  party  was  entitled  ad  medium 
filum  aquas,  was  not  applicable  in  the  present  case ;  and 
in  order  to  shew  that,  he  was  endeavouring  to  prove  that 
upon  both  sides  of  the  river — on  the  same  side  with  the 
land  of  the  defendant — he  had  exercised  acts  of  owner- 
ship, such  as  repairing  the  hedge;  and  therefore  he  claim- 
ed a  right  up  to  the  hedge;  and  then  going  further,  he 
shews  that  the  hedge  continued  a  visible  line  of  demarca*- 

tion  without  any  thing  occurring  to  break  its  continuity, 

except  that  a  cross  hedge  ran  down  to  it,  dividing  the  de-> 
fendant's  farm  from  his  neighbour's  land  on  the  same  side 
of  the  river, — down  to  a  considerable  distance,  till  it  came 
opposite  to  the  extremity  of  the  plaintiff's  land  on  the 
other  side.  From  these  facts  the  plaintiff  purposes  to 
.<ihew  that  it  is  ail  his;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  evi« 
dence  ought  to  have  been  received,  in  order  to  rebut  the 
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proposition  that  the  middle  of  the  river  was  to  be  consi-  ^«*-  rf  ^'*«»» 

1837. 
dered  as  the  boundary  between  two  distinct  closes.     I 

should  have  thought  the  evidence  admissible — ^it  might 
not  appear  very  strong,  unless  coupled  with  other  evi- 
dence of  some  sort ;  it  appears  to  me,  however,  that  it 
was  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  and,  inasmuch  as 
thatevidence  was  rejected,  that  the  case  ought  to  go  down 
again  to  a  new  trial. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  case  ought 
to  go  down  to  a  new  trial,  because  I  think  the  evidence 
offered  of  acts  in  another  part  of  one  continuous  hedge, 
and  in  the  whole  bed  of  the  river,  adjoining  the  plaintiff* 's 
land,  were  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  they 
are  such  acts  as  might  reasonably  lead  to  the  inference 
that  the  entire  hedge  and  bed  of  the  river,  and  conse- 
quently the  part  in  dispute,  belonged  to  the  plaintiff. 
Ownership  may  be  proved  by  proof  of  possession,  and 
that  can  be  shewn  only  by  acts  of  enjoyment  of  the  land 
itself;  but  it  is  impossible^  in  the  nature  of  things,  to  con- 
fine the  evidence  to  the  very  precise  spot  on  which  the 
alleged  trespass  may  have  been  committed :  evidence  may 
be  given  of  acts  done  on  other  parts,  provided  there  is 
such  a  common  character  of  locality  between  those  parts 
and  the  spot  in  question  as  would  raise  a  reasonable  in- 
ference in  the  minds  of  the  jury,  that  the  place  in  dispute 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  if  the  other  parts  did.  In  ordin- 
ary cases,  to  prove  his  title  to  a  close^  the  claimant  may 
give  in  evidence  acts  of  ownership  in  any  part  of  the  same 
inclosure;  for  the  ownership  of  one  part  causes  a  reason- 
able inference  that  the  other  belongs  to  the  same  person: 
though  it  by  no  means  follows  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
for  diffSerent  persons  may  have  balks  of  land  in  the  same 
inclosure ;  but  this  is  a  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 
So  I  apprehend  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to  a  wood 
which  is  not  inclosed  by  any  fence :  if  you  prove  the  cut- 

VOL.  ir.  z  M.  w. 


3S2  CASES  {N  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh.  ofPkatt  ting  of  timber  in  one  part,  I  take  that  to  be  evidence  to  go 
v^.,^^^^!^  to  a  jury  to  prove  a  right  in  the  whole  wood,  although  there 
joNEB  be  no  fence»  or  distinct  boundary,  surrounding  the  whole  ; 
Willi  AMI.  and  the  case  o(  Stanley  v.  White  ^  I  conceive,  is  to  be  explain- 
ed on  this  principle:  there  was  a  continuous  belt  of  trees, 
and  acts  of  ownership  on  one  part  were  held  to  be  admissible 
to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  another  part,  on 
which  the  trespass  was  committed.  So  1  should  apply  the 
same  reasoning  to  a  continuous  hedge ;  though  no  doubt 
the  defendant  might  rebut  the  inference  that  the  whole 
belonged  to  the  same  person  by  shewing  acts  of  ownership 
on  his  part  along  the  same  fence.  It  has  been  said,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that  the  defendant  had  no  interest 
to  dispute  acts  of  ownership  not  opposite  his  own  land ; 
but  the  ground  on  which  such  acts  are  admissible  is  not 
the  acquiescence  of  any  party:  they  are  admissible  of 
themselves,  proprio  vigore,  for  they  tend  to  prove  that  he 
who  does  them  is  the  owner  of  the  soil;  though  if  they  are 
done  in  the  absence  of  all  persons  interested  to  dispute 
them,  they  are  of  less  weight.  That  observation  applies 
only  to  the  effect  of  the  evidence.  Applying  that  reason- 
ing to  the  present  case,  surely  the  plaintiff,  who  claims 
the  whole  bed  of  the  river,  is  entitled  to  shew  the  taking 
of  stones,  not  only  on  the  spot  in  question,  but  all  along 
the  bed  of  the  river,  which  he  claims  as  being  his  pro- 
perty; and  he  has  a  right  to  have  that  submitted  to  the 
jury.  The  same  observation  applies  to  the  fence  and  the 
banks  of  the  river.  What  weight  the  jury  might  attach 
to  it,  is  another  question.  The  principle  is  the  same  as 
that  which  is  laid  down  in  Doe  v.  Kemp. 

BoLLAKD  and  Gurney,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Exek.  of  Pleas, 
1837. 
Lambert  and  Others  v,  Norris  and  Others,  Assignees  of     ^~   ^ 

the  Estate  and  Effects  of  Turner  &  Davey,  Bank- 
rupts. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  certain  cot-  a  landlord 
tagesy  warehouses!  workshops,  &c.     Plea — payment  into  mised  centdn 
Court  of  a  sum  of  57/.     Replication— damages  ultra.    At  ll^y^'^"  ^y 
the  trial  before  Gurney,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  ^^^^*  at  the 

«         .....  rwi  .  11  t         1   .     .«»  rent  of  280/., 

laat  Michaelmas  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  plamtiffs  were  agreed  to  en- 
the  devisees  of  one  M.  Boyd,  and  the  defendants  were  in^^theieMeti 
the  as9ignees  of  Messrs.  Turner  &  Davey,  paper  manufac-  j««^««*>nK  to  pay 
turers.     In  the  year  1828,  Mr.  Boyd  granted  a  lease  of  additional  on 
certain  premises  to  Messrs.   G.  W.   &  R.  Turner  for  xhe^'buiidings 
twenty^ne  years,  at  the  rent  of  230/.  per  annum.     These  i^Z^^^^^^'^^' 
premises  consisted  in  part  of  a  manufactory  which  Mr.  tiie  lessees  sub- 
Boyd  had  erected  for  the  lessees ;  and  after  the  leaae  had  came  bankrupt, 
been  executed,  Mr.  G.  W.  Turner  applied  to  him  to  en-  "1  tookST 
large  the  building,  which  he  consented  to  do  on  an  agree-  ^^^^j^  of  the 
ment  by  Mr.  G.  W.  Turner  to  pay  a  rent  of  10  per  cent  Held,  in  an 
upon  the  additional  outlay.     This  amounted  to  215/.,  and  and^occupatton 
a  rent  of  20/.  a-year  was  consequently  claimed  by  Mr.  \^^^^l  nfes"*^ 
Boyd.     At  tlie  same  time  Mr.  G.  W.  Turner  agreed  to  that  this  was 
pay  for  a  shed  which  he  took  intx>  his  occupation.   On  the  agreement,  and 
SOth  of  December,   18.%,  G.  W.  &  R.  Turner  dissolved  "^inin^"^™^ 
partnership.     G,  VV.  Turner  continued  in  the  business,  the  land,  upon 

,  which  the  assig- 

taking  in  Davey  as  a  partner.  Turner  &  Davey  made  an-  nees  were 
other  application  to  Mr.  Boyd  to  enlarge  the  buildings,  to 
which  he  assented  on  the  same  terms,  namely,  on  the  re- 
ceipt of  a  per-centage  on  the  additional  outlay.  This 
amounted  to  250/.,  and  the  rent  claimed  was  25/.  Some 
other  premises  were  taken  by  Messrs.  Turner  &  Davey, 
at  a  specific  rent,  under  a  written  agreement.  On  the 
^d  of  May,  1835,  a  fiat  issued  against  Messrs.  Turner  & 
Davey,  under  which  they  were  declared  bankrupts;  and 
in  the  course  of  the  same  year  Mr.  Boyd  died.     The  as- 

z2 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  sigDces  of  Messrs.  Turner  &  Davey  proposed  to  pay  one 
'— ^    year's  rent  for  the  premises  under  the  lease,  and  also  for 
Lambert      the  occupation  of  the  additional  premises  taken  by  Messrs. 
NoRRig.       Turner  &  Davey,  but  refused  to  pay  the  rents  claimed  on 
the  additional  outlay ;  and  the  action  was  brought  to  reco- 
ver the  rent  for  three  quarters  of  a  year.     The  learned 
judge  was  of  opinion  that  the  action  was  not  maintainable 
in  respect  of  this  sum  ;  and  the  defendants  having  paid 
into  court  the  amount  due  for  the  occupation  of  the  other 
premises  not  included  in  the  lease,  he  nonsuited  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  gave  them  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  33/. 
15s.,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  action  was 
maintainable. 

Channel!  now  moved  accordingly. — This  agreement  to 
pay  additional  rent  as  a  compensation  for  the  additional 
buildings  was  a  contract  running  with  the  land.  The  as- 
signees, having  taken  possession  of  the  premises  under  the 
lease,  with  the  additional  buildings  thereon,  became  liable 
not  only  for  the  rent  reserved  in  the  lease,  but  also  for  the 
additional  rent.  Hoby  v.  Roebuck  (a)  was  cited  for  the 
defendants  at  the  trial,  but  that  is  not  an  authority  against 
the  plaintiffs.  The  question  there  was,  whether  one  of  the 
original  parties  to  the  contract  who  had  quitted  the  pre- 
mises was  liable,— and  the  Court  held  that  he  was.  The 
agreement  in  this  case  operated  as  a  surrender  and  new 
demise,  not  of  the  whole  premises,  but  of  that  part  on 
which  the  new  premises  were  erected.  It  was  competent 
to  the  lessee  to  surrender  part  of  the  demised  premises, 
and  it  is  not  necessary,  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  that 
the  surrender  should  be  by  deed ;  and  it  may  be  inferred 
from  the  contract ;  Donellan  v.  Read  (6).  [Parke^  B. — ^la 
not  Donellan  v.  Read  against  you  ?  It  was  there  held 
that  such  a  contract  as  this  was  not  a  contract  for  any  in- 
terest in  or  concerning  lands  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.] 

(a)  7  Taunt.  57.  {h)  3  B.  &  Adol.  899. 
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lathat  case,  Liiiledale^  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  ^^\^.S^^* 
Court,  says,  *'  The  only  way  in  which  it  could  be  taken  to 
be*  rent  is,  that  this  contract  creates  a  liew  demise  at  an  in- 
creased rent,  and  that»  therefore,  by  operation  of  law,  the 
old  lease  is  surrendered  by  such  new  demise ;"  though  he 
certainly  adds—*'  but  it  could  never  be  in  the  contempla- 
tion either  of  the  landlord  or  the  tenant,  that  the  old  lease 
should  be  at  an  end,  and  that  instead  of  it  a  new  lease 
should  be  created,  which,  being  only  by  parol,  could  only 
have  the  effect  of  a  lease  at  wilL" 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
parties  intended  that  there  should  be  a  surrender  of  the 
lease.  If  the  landlord  had  afterwards  given  a  notice  to 
quit,  and  had  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  upon  it,  the 
lease  would  have  been  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  The 
action  ought  to  be  brought  upon  the  contract,  against  the 
original  party  to  the  contract. 

Parke,  B. — Donellan  v.  Read  is  decisive  against  the 
plaintiffs.  Litlledale,  J.,  there  says — "  The  assignee  of 
the  term  could  not  be  charged  witK  the  increased  rent.'* 

Rule  refused. 


Griffith  v.  Harries  and  Another. 

X  RESPASS  for  assault  and  false  imprisonment.     Pleas  By  the  pro- 
— 1st,  not  guilty ;  Sndly,  a  tender  of  10/.  in  full  ofamends;  Game* Act!  * 
on  which  the  plaintiff  took  issue.  *  *  ^  ^7***' 

every  penalty 
for  any  offence  against  that  act  is  to  be  paid  to  some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  to  some 
other  officer  (as  the  convicting  justice  or  justices  may  direct)  of  the  parish,  &c.  in  which  the  offence 
shall  have  been  committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  use  of  the  general 
county  rate;  but  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  s.  21,  reciting  the  former  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  one 
moiety  of  all  such  penalties  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  the  person  who  shall  inform  and  prosecute  for 
the  same,  and  the  other  moiety  thereof  only  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  such  overseer  or  officer,  and  be 
by  bim  applied  in  the  manner  before  directed: — Held,  that  a  conviction  for  an  offence  against  the 
former  act,  which  directed  the  whole  penalty  "  to  be  paid  to  W.  J.,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  &c.,  to  be  by  him  applied  according  to  the  direction  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,"  was  bad,  and  that  the  justices  who  signed  it  were  liable  to  an  action  for  fislse  im- 
prisonment at  the  suit  of  the  party  convicted,  and  committed  to  gaol  for  non-payment  of  the  penalty. 
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Exch.  of  Pleat,       At  the  trial  before  Lord  Detiman.  C.  J.,  at  the  last 
1837. 
^  '  ^     Pembrokeshire  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was 

Griffith  brought  against  the  defendants^  who  were  two  magia- 
Harries.  trates  of  the  county  of  Pembroke!  for  imprisoning  the 
plaintiff  under  a  warrant  of  commitment,  on  a  charge 
of  haying  used  a  dog  and  gun  for  destroying  game,  with^ 
out  haying  a  game  certificate ;  on  which  charge  be  was 
detained  in  prison  a  month.  In  answer  to  this  case,  the 
defendants  put  in  the  following  conviction : — '*  Pembroke- 
shire (to  wit).  Be  it  remembered  that,  on  the  ^th  day  of 
December,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1835,  at  &c.,  Daniel 
Griffith,  of  &c.,  is  convicted  before  us,  J.  H.  Harries  and 
W.  Jones,  Esquires,  two  of  his  Majesty's  justices  of  the 
peace  acting  in  and  for  the  county  of  Pembroke  aforesaid, 
for  that  he  the  said  D.  Griffith- did,  on  the  25th  day  of 
December  instant,  at  the  parish  of  Mathry,  in  the  said 
county  of  Pembroke,  use  a  gun  and  dogs  for  the  taking  of 
game,  he  the  said  D.  Griffith  not  being  authorized  so  to 
do,  for  want  of  a  game  certificate ;  contrary  to  the  statute 
in  that  case  made  and  provided.  And  we  the  said  justices 
adjudged  the  siud  D.  Griffith  for  his  said  offisnce  to  forfeit 
and  pay  the  sum  of  3/.,  and  also  the  sum  of  10«.  6<2.  for 
costs ;  and  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said 
several  sums,  he  the  said  D.  Griffith  shall  be  imprisoned 
in  the  house  of  correction,  and  kept  to  hard  labour,  at 
Haverfordwest,  for  the  space  of  one  month,  unless  the 
said  several  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid :  and  we  direct  that 
the  said  sum  of  S/.  shall  be  paid  to  W.  J«,  one  of  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Matbry  aforesaid,  in 
which  parish  the  said  offence  was  committed,  to  be  by  him 
applied  according  to  the  direction  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided.  And  we  order  that  the  said  sum 
of  10«.  6c(.  for  costs  shall  be  paid  to  George  Jordan  Har- 
ries, the  complainant.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals, 
&c.  '*  J.  H.  Harries. 

*'  Wm.  Jones." 
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At  the  trial,  it  was  objected  that  the  conviction  was  bad,  ^*^^/'^^* 
inasmuch  as  by  the  adjudication  the  penalty  was  directed 
to  be  paid  to  the  overseer  of  the  parish,  according  to  the 
Game  Act,  1  &  S  Will;  4,  c.  32,  s.  37,  instead  of  one 
moiety  to  the  informer,  and  the  other  moiety  only  to  the 
overseer,  as  required  by  the  5&  6  Will.  4,  c  20,  s. SL 
The  Lord  Chief  Justice  being  of  this  opinion,  directed 
the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  unless  they  were 
satisfied  that  a  sufficient  sum  had  been  tendered  for  amends. 
The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  15/.  da* 
mages ;  the  defendants  having  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  if  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
viction was  valid. 

Chilian  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a 
rule  accordingly — 

Cresswell,  fVilson,  and  W.  M.  James,  now  shewed 
cause. — This  conviction  is  bad  on  two  grounds.  First,  the 
adjudication  is  inTormal,  being  in  the  past  tense  instead  of 
the  present ;  Paley  an  Convictions,  It  ought  to  be  in  the 
present  tense,  because  it  is  descriptive  of  a  thing  in  pro- 
gress ;  and  as  it  stands,  non  constat  that  the  word  adjudged 
applies  to  the  previous  conviction  in  the  same  document, 
which  is  in  the  present  tense.  But  the  other  objection,  as 
to  the  distribution  of  the  penalty,  is  of  more  importance. 
This  conviction  has  been  drawn  up  according  to  the  form 
annexed  to  the  stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  S2,  instead  of  that 
in  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  which  directs  a  distribution  of 
the  penalty  altogether  different  from  the  former  act.  The 
37th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  32,  being  absolutely 
repealed  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  ss.  20, 21,  the  justices 
had  no  longer  any  power  to  dispose  of  the  penalty  as  they 
have  done  in  this  case.  There  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  essen- 
tial to  the  validity  of  a  conviction  at  common  law,  that  it 
should  contain  a  specific  direction  for  the  distribution  of  the 
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^^\^'f^*^*  penaUyi  and  that  the  party  to  whom  it  is  to  be  paid  should 
be  pointed  out ;  if  that  party  be  left  uncertain,  and  it  be 
said  only  that  the  penalty  is  to  be  paid  **  as  the  law  di- 
rects/' the  conTiction  is  insufficient.  Rex  v.  Seale{a\  Rex 
V.  Smith  {b).  This  conyiction,  therefore,  was  bad  at  com- 
mon  law,  and  can  be  sustained  only  by  the  express  enact- 
ments of  the  statute.  Then,  it  appears  that  the  justices 
have  varied  from  the  form  given  by  the  statute,  as  to  a 
matter  in  respect  of  which  the  latter  act  expressly  made  a 
new.  legislative  enactment: — ^the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  SO,  ex- 
pressly directs  that  the  form  of  conviction  shall  be  altered 
in  the  very  respect  in  which  they  have  not  altered  it.  The 
conviction  would  be  clearly  bad,  if  the  penalty  were  di- 
rected to  be  paid  to  a  party  who  had  no  right  under  either 
of  the  acts  to  receive  it ;  and  it  is  the  same  in  effect  when 
it  is  directed  to  be  paid  to  a  party  who  had  no  right  but 
under  a  repealed  act.  The  conviction  does  not  say  that 
the  money  is  to  be  received  by  the  officer,  to  be  by  him 
distributed,  one  moiety  to  the  prosecutor,  and  one  moiety 
to  the  purposes  in  the  act  directed :  but,  as  to  the  whole, 
to  be  by  him  applied  according  to  the  directions  of  the 
statute.  And  even  if  it  did,  the  officer  has  no  authority 
under  the  last  act  to  receive  any  portion  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  it  over  to  the  party ;  it  must  be  paid  directly  to 
the  party  himself.  [Parkcj  B. — The  question  is,  could  the 
overseer  give  a  good  discharge  for  the  entire  penalty,  if 
the  plaintiff  wanted  to  come  out  of  prison  ?J  It  is  appre- 
hended that  he  clearly  could  not.  Could  the  plaintiff  be 
bound  to  pay  the  whole  penalty  to  him  ?  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — Suppose  the  informer  to  have  left  the  country.] 
If  he  had,  the  justices  have  no  power  under  the  act  to  ap- 
point an  agent  to  receive  the  money  for  him,  and  imprison 
the  party  till  he  pays  it  to  such  agent :  they  have  no  power 
to  introduce  the  intervention  of  a  third  party:  and  if  the 

(«)  8  East,  668.  (b)  6  M.  &  Sel.  133. 
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offending  party  is  bound  to  know  the  statutes,  he  is  bound  ^^^'^^^*^ 
to  know  that  the  justice  could  not  so  constitute  an  agent, 
and  therefore,  that  payment  to  him  would  be  a  payment  in 
his  own  wrong.  Suppose  the  officer  to  receive  the  whole 
penalty,  and  to  become  insolvent, — what  remedy  has  the 
informer?  [Parie^  B. — The  judgment  of  Lord  EUenba^ 
rough,  in  Rex  y.  Seale^  applies  only  to  the  case  where 
payment  is  to  be  made  to  parties,  the  selection  of  whom  is 
in  the  discretion  of  the  justices.]  Or  rather,  where  it  is 
to  be  ascertained  by  the  evidence  who  those  parties  are. 
If  the  classes  of  persons  who  were  to  receive  the  money 
appeared  nominatim  on  the  face  of  the  conviction,  and 
then  it  directed  that  it  should  be  paid  according  to  the  di- 
rections of  the  statute,  that  might  have  been  sufficient. 
[Parke,  B. — ^There  must,  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  141,  be 
some  case  in  which  a  conviction,  which  would  be  quashed 
on  application  to  the  Court,  must,  while  it  remains  un- 
quashed,  be  a  protection  to  the  justices;  otherwise  they 
are  in  a  better  situation  after  it  has  been  quashed  than 
before.] 

ChUian,  Evans,  and  E.  V.  Williams,  contra. — If  the 
conviction  had  made  no  mention  of  the  overseer,  but  had 
merely  directed  the  penalty  to  be  applied  as  by  law  re- 
quired, it  would  have  been  sufficient.  Rex  v.  Liston  (a). 
It  is  true,  where  justices  of  the  peace  are  required  by  a 
penal  statute  to  distribute  the  penalty  on  conviction 
among  certain  persons,  according  to  their  discretion, 
it  is  otherwise;  for  there  they  are  bound  to  adjudge 
what  the  several  proportions  shall  be,  and  who  are  the 
persons  to  receive  the  penalty.  Rex  v.  Dempsey  (6).  So  in 
Rex  V.  Seale  (c),  where  it  was  necessary  to  ascertain  who 
was  the  person  to  whom  one  part  of  the  penalty  was  to  be 
paid.     But  those  cases  are  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 

(a)  5  T.  R.  338.  (6)  2  T.  R.  96.  (c)  8  East,  568. 
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Each,  of  Pkoi,  present ;  for  here  the  statute  has  distinctly  pointed  out 
who  is  to  receiTe  the  penahy,  and  the  magistrate  has  no 
discretion  in  the  distribution  of  it;  and  the  conviction, 
which  orders  the  costs  to  be  paid  to  Harries,  the  com- 
plainant,  sufficiently  points  out  who  is  the  informer.  It  is 
said,  however,  that  the  conviction  is  wrong  in  directing  the 
payment  of  the  whole  penahy  to  the  overseer;  bat  it  is  by 
no  means  clear  that  that  is  erroneous :  for,  in  substance,  it 
is  directed  to  be  applied  according  to  the  statute.  It  says, 
**  We  direct  that  the  said  sum  of  SL  shall  be  paid  to  W. 
J.,  one  of  the  overseers,  to  be  by  him  applied  according 
to  the  direction  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  jnro* 
vided/'  It  then  became  his  duty  to  apply  it  according  to 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  s.  21,  namely,  one  moiety  to  the 
informers,  and  the  other  to  the  comity  rate.  [Lord 
Abinger^  C.  B. — It  is  evident  that  the  magistrates  who  made 
this  conviction  did  not  know  of  the  last  statute,  and  meant  it 
to  be  applied  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  8  WilL 
4,  c  S2.]  The  words  **  in  such  case  made  and  provided" 
must  mean  made  and  provided  by  the  last  statute  in  force : 
and  the  statute  now  in  force  touching  the  application  of 
the  penalty  is  the  statute  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c  20.  Daniel  v. 
Phillips  {a)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  both  these  statutes 
may  be  read  together.  Under  the  former  statute  the 
justice  might  authorize  the  payment  to  be  made  to  any 
officer  of  the  parish,  and  in  both  statutes  he  is  a  trustee. 
In  Rex  V.  Barrett  (6),  the  adjudication  was  ''  satisfaciet 
summam  20L  juxta  formam  statuti,"  without  making  any 
distribution, — which  ought  to  be  10/.  to  the  party  grieved, 
and  10/.  to  the  poor, — and  it  was  bolden  to  be  well  enough. 
So,  in  Rex  v.  Helps  (c),  which  was  a  commitment  for  non- 
payment of  a  penalty  under  the  10  Geo.  3,  c.  18,  which 
penalty  was  to  be  paid,  half  to  the  informer  and  half  to  the 


(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  662.  {b)  ]  Salk.  383. 

(c)  3  Man.  &  Schv.  331. 
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poor  of  the  parish  where  the  offence  was  committed,  it  Etch.  rfPUa$, 
was  held  that  the  commitment  was  good  if  it  shewed  who 
the  informer  was  and  whlit  the  parish^  although,  upon  the 
conYiction  as  recited  in  the  commitment,  the  informer  were 
not  named,  and  the  justices  only  adjudged  the  penalty  to  be 
applied  in  such  manner  as  the  law  directs.  That  shews 
that  all  that  is  necessary  is  to  point  out  the  informer,  and 
to  shew  to  whom  the  penalty  is  to  be  paid.  It  is  however 
objected  that  the  form  is  incorrect,  and  that  the  recent  act 
directs  that  it  shall  be  altered,  by  directing  one  half  to  be 
paid  to  the  informer,  and  the  other  half  only  to  the  over- 
seer or  other  officer  of  the  parish,  according  to  the  fact : 
but  that  form  is  not  imperatively  given,  and  the  justices 
may  adopt  one  to  the  like  effect ;  they  are  not,  therefore, 
bound  to  appoint  the  payment  to  be  made  directly  to  the 
informer,  but  may  order  it  to  be  paid  to  another  person,  to 
pay  it  over  to  the  party  by  law  entitled  to  receive  it.  The 
general  form  of  conviction  which  is  given  by  the  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  8S,  does  not  set  forth  the  name  of  the  party  to  whom 
the  penalty  is  to  be  paid.  Here  the  party  convicted 
would  sustain  no  injury  from  this  course,  because,  on  pay* 
ment  of  the  penalty  to  the  gaoler,  he  would  have  dis- 
charged him. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in 
this  case  must  be  discharged.  I  should  have  been  glad 
if  I  could  see  any  ground  for  supporting  this  conviction, 
because  there  has  been  a  mere  mistake,  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  merits  of  the  case ;  but  I  cannot.  All  convictions 
before  magistrates  should  embrace  two  things — first,  the 
adjudication  of  the  fact  which  forms  the  crime ;  and  se- 
condly, the  pronouncing  the  judgment  which  the  magistrate 
is  empowered  to  pronounce  upon  the  crime;  and  if  either  of 
these  essentials  be  imperfect,  then  the  conviction  is  bad. 
That  is  by  the  general  statute  for  giving  a  summary  form  of 
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Bxeh.  tif  Pieat,  conviction,  and  the  statute  points  out  the  particular  judg- 
ment which  is  to  be  inflicted^  and  which  the  magistrate  is 
bound  to  pronounce,  and  by  which  he  is  bound  to  pro- 
ceed. If  the  statute  directs  the  magistrate  to  order  the 
money — the  amount  of  the  fines — to  be  paid  to  certain  in- 
dividuals by  naine,  that  is  part  of  his  duty  and  a  part  of  his 
judgment,  and  he  is  bound  to  comply  with  the  provision. 
If  the  statute  said,  ''on  conviction  of  the  offence  the  party 
so  offending  shall  forfeit  so  much  money,  half  to  the 
king,  and  half  to  the  informer,"  the  justice  might  have 
done  sufficient  by  saying,  he  found  the  party  guilty  of 
the  offence  and  adjudged  him  accordingly :  if  there  was 
no  specific  direction  that  the  justice  should  adjudge  who 
the  money  should  be  paid  to,  it  would  be  another  ques- 
tion ;  but  if  it  directed  that  the  money  should  be  paid  to 
A.  B.,  and  the  magistrate  had  not  so  adjudged  its  appro- 
priation, then  that  judgment  would  have  been  wrong. 
Now,  in  this  case  the  general  statute  does  not  help  the 
parties,  because  it  only  applies  to  cases  where  no  form 
of  conviction  is  given  by  the  particular  statute,  and  there- 
fore it  is  out  of  the  question.  There  is  no  doubt,  upon  a 
conviction  under  a  general  act  of  Parliament,  though  the 
act  direct  that  the  justice  should  award  the  penalty  to  be 
paid  to  certain  individuals,  yet  that  general  statute  would 
help  the  conviction  if  the  justice  had  followed  the  form; 
but  that  general  statute  is  out  of  the  question  here.  Then 
it  appears  by  the  first  statute  of  1  &  2  Will.  4,  upon  which 
the  conviction  is  really  founded,  the  judgment  was  that 
the  money  was  to  be  paid  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor, 
or  such  other  officers  as  the  justice  should  direct.  Is  it 
not  clear  that  that  forms  part  of  the  judgment  ? — ^that  if 
he  convicts  he  is  to  name  the  overseer  or  other  officer? 
Then  the  next  statute  is  the  5  &  6  Will.  4;  and  that 
makes  a  material  alteration.  It  says,  (after  reciting  the 
former  statute,  which  required  that  the  justice  should  di- 
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rect  that  the  penalties  should  be  paid  to  some  one  of  '^***',^/*'^"' 
the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  some  other  officer,  as  the 
convicting  justice  should  direct,  "  to  be  by  such  overseer 
paid  to  the  u^e  of  the  general  rate  of  the  county,  riding, 
or  division  in  which  such  parish,  &c.  shall  be  situate,") 
that  one  moiety  of  the  penalty  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  the 
person  who  shall  inform  af\d  prosecute  for  the  same,  and 
the  other  moiety  thereof  only  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  such 
overseer  or  officer  as  aforesaid,  and  be  by  him  applied  in 
the  manner  by  the  said  recited  act  directed,  giving  direc- 
tions therefore  in  what  manner  the  penalty  should  be  ap- 
plied. The  magistrate  is  directed  to  pay  and  apply  it  in 
such  a  way,  and  that  is  to  form  part  of  his  judgment — 
that  one  moiety  shall  be  paid  to  the  person  who  sliall 
inform  and  prosecute  for  the  same,  and  the  other  moiety 
only  shall  go  and  be  paid  to  such  overseer  or  officer  as 
aforesaid,  and  be  by  him  applied  in  the  manner  by  the 
recited  act  directed ; — and  therefore  it  appears  to  me,  since 
the  last  statute,  it  is  a  necessary  part  of  the  judgment  of 
the  magistrate  that  he  should  award  and  direct  that  one 
half  of  the  penalty  should  be  paid  to  the  informer,  and 
the  other  half  to  such  overseer  or  other  officer  as  he 
shall  direct,  for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  to  the  coun- 
ty rate ;  and  for  want  of  that  judgment  it  appears  to  me  the 
conviction  is  void.  A  conviction,  like  the  judgment  of  a 
criminal  court,  (for  in  this  point  of  view  lean  see  no  dif- 
ference), must  comply  with  the  precise  terms  of  the  sta- 
tute to  make  it  a  good  conviction.  In  the  case  I  put  just 
now,  where  a  fine  is  adjudged  to  be  paid  to  a  certain  indi- 
vidual by  name,  this  would  be  a  bad  judgment  at  common 
law,  because .  the  Court  has  no  right  to  appoint  a  person 
to  receive  it  for  the  use  of  another.  So,  in  this  case,  sup- 
pose there  had  been  an  indictment,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
been  tried  upon  it,  and  the  judge  had  pronounced  a  sen- 
tence not  conformable  to  the  statute, — that  would  be  bad 
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Ereh.  ofPUoiy  on  a  wfit  of  cpror.     No  writ  of  error  can  be  broaght  on  a 

->     conviction;  but  the  matter  being  brought  before  us,  we 

GRirFiTH       must  pronounce  whether  it  is  a  good  judgment  or  not,  and 

flARRies.       I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  void  by  reason  of 

the  judgment  not  being  set  out  as  the  statute  directs.     I 

am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

must  stand.  « 

Parke,  B. — 1  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion  with  my 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  though  I  certainly  regret  very  much 
that  we  are  under  the  necessity  of  discharging  the  rule, 
because  this  was  purely  a  slip  and  oversight  on  the  part  of 
the  magistrate,  and  an  accident  which  might  very  well 
have  occurred  to  any  one  even  reasonably  conversant  with 
the  statutes :  no  one  could  expect  to  find  in  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4  this  particular  section,  (the  ^th  section) ;  but  I 
am  afraid  that  by  his  omission  to  look  at  this  statute  he  has 
rendered  himself  liable  to  an  action  of  false  imprisonment* 
The  rule  of  law  is  established,  that  if  there  be  a  conviction 
good  on  the  face  of  it,  the  justice  is  protected ;  if  the 
conviction  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  then  he  is  not  pro- 
tected. By  the  term  ^'  bad  upon  the  face  of  it,"  I  mean 
any  conviction  which  shews  a  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  di- 
rects an  imprisonment  of  a  party,  which  the  magistrate  is 
not  entitled  to  award.  The  cases  have  decided  this.  There 
was  a  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
in  a  case  (a)  which  came  before  that  Court  some  years  ago, 
whether  a  magistrate  is  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass 
when  it  did  not  appear  affirmatively  on  the  face  of  the 
conviction  that  he  had  jurisdiction :  Mr.  Justice  Bayley 
differed  from  Mr.  Justice  Littledale  and  myself  upon  that 
question,  and  no  judgment  was  ever  pronounced.  I  take 
it  however  to  be  clear  law,  that  if  there  is  a  want  of  juris- 
diction on  the  face  of  the  conviction,  the  magistrate  is 

(a)  Ditnsdalev.  CUtrke.    1829. 
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liable  to  an  action: — and  so  also,  if  he  orders  an  imprison-  ^^^^^P*^* 
ment  of  a  diffisrent  character  from  that  whicli  he  is  en- 
titled to  adjudge  in  point  of  law.  Groome  y.  Forre8ter{a)y 
Robson  Y.  Spearman  (b).  Now,  in  this  case,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  magistrate  has  awarded  an  imprisonment  of  a 
different  nature  to  that  dhrected  by  the  statute,  that  is,  he 
has  awarded  the  plaintiff  to  remxun  in  prison  till  the  fine 
be  paid  to  a  person  who  was  not  entitled  to  receive  it ;  and 
it  is  the  same  in  effect  as  if  there  had  been  an  adjudication, 
that  he  should  be  imprisoned  till  he  paid  the  penalty  to  a 
perfect  stranger. .  The  present  conviction  is  framed  upon 
the  first  statute.  Under  the  second  statute  there  is  a  dif- 
ference made  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  penalty  is  to  be 
adjudicated  to  be  paid,  not  in  the  distribution  of  it  when 
paid.  I  agree  with  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  if  the  provision  of  the  second  statute  had  been 
that  the  penalty  should  be  paid  to  the  overseer,  to  be  by 
him  afterwfirds  divided,  half  to  the  parish,  and  half  to  the 
informer, — there  would  have  been  good  ground  to  contend 
that  no  action  of  trespass  would  lie  against  the  magistrate, 
for  he  would  have  had  jurisdiction,  and  he  would  have 
ordered  an  imprisonment,  till  the  person  entitled  to  receive 
the  penalty  obtained  it,  and  with  the  subsequent  distribu- 
tion of  the  penalty  the  magistrate  would  have  had  nothing 
to  do.  But  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  true  construction  to  be 
put  upon  the  21st  section  is,  that  the  penalty  is  to  be  divided 
in  the  first  instance,  half  to  the  overseer,  and  half  to  the 
informer ;  and  as  the  magistrate  has  ordered  an  imprison- 
ment till  the  whole  be  paid  to  the  overseer,  who  is  not 
entitled  to  it,  a  different  character  of  imprisonment  has  been 
imposed  on  the  plaintifffrom  that  authorized  by  the  statute. 
Upon  this  ground,  therefore,  I  think  an  action  of  trespass 
will  lie. 


(«)  5  Mau.  &  Selw.  314.  {b)  3  B.  &  Aid.  493. 
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Exek,  of  Pleat,  BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
think  that  in  this  case  the  rule  should  be  discharged.  I 
had  for  a  time  certain  doubts  on  the  case,  upon  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Thompson  (a),  but  I  am 
now  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  in  this  case  cannot  be 
sustained.  Rex  v.  Thompson  was  the  case  of  a  conyiction 
on  the  5th  AnnCt  c.  14,  and  there  were  several  objections 
taken  to  the  conviction;  but  the  main  objection  was, 
that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficiently  set  out  so  as  to 
shew  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate.  The  part  of  the 
conviction  which  I  allude  to,  and  to  which  my  attention 
was  called,  is  the  adjudication,  and  the  adjudication  of  the 
penalty  in  that  case  was,  **  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,"  to  be  distributed 
as  the  statute  had  directed.  Now,  the  statute  of  Anne 
directs  that  the  penalty  shall  go,  half  to  the  informer  and 
half  to  the  poor  of  the  parish ;  but  I  find  a  distinction 
between  the  case  I  have  alluded  to  and  the  case  be- 
fore us ;  and  that  is,  that  the  statute — the  second  statute 
in  this  case — has  particularly  specified  the  person  to  whom 
this  penalty  is  to  be  paid ;  and  as  the  magistrate  has  not 
directed  it  to  be  so  paid,  he  stands  in  the  same  situation  as 
if  he  had  directed  it  to  be  paid  to  a  perfect  stranger. 
Upon  this  ground,  and  on  account  of  that  distinction,  I 
think  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

GuRNEY,  B. — I  quite  agree  with  the  opinions  laid  down 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  my  learned  brothers,  for  I 
think  the  direction  of  the  statute  in  question  is  too  plain 
to  be  misunderstood. 

Parke,  B. — The  case  to  which  I  referred  in  the  King's 
Bench  was  Dimsdale  v.  Clarke,  and  the  majority  of  the 
Court  thought  that  the  magistrate  was  liable,  it  not  ap- 

(a)  2  T.  R.  18. 
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pearing  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  that  be  had  properly  Exeh.  of  Pietu, 
described  his  jurisdiction,  for  that  he  was  liable  if  he  ^ 

did  not  set  forth  his  jurisdiction ;  but  the  dictum  was  not  Grifviths 
agreed  to  by  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  and  no  judgment  was  harries. 
ever  given. 

Rule  discharged. 


KsY  V.  M'Intyre. 

Addison  opposed  the  justification  of  bail,  on  the  The  rule  of 
ground  that  sufficient  notice  of  justification  had  not  been  ^^wlS^^lk*!' 
fiiven.    The  bail  were  added  bail  under  a  Judge's  order*  ^®"  ^^^  •pp'x 

®  .  °  to  the  case  of 

They  resided  at  Manchester,  and  notice  was  given  in  added  baU,io 

London  on  Saturday,  after  post  time,  to  justify  at  cham-  ^ auchoue/ 

bers  on  Tuesday. — He  contended  that  four  days*  notice  ^nu^scatiol" 

ought  to  have  been  given.    The  rule  of  T.  T.  1  Will.  4, 

8.  1,  provides  that  ''a  defendant  may  justify  bail  at  the 

same  time  that  they  are  put  in,  upon  giving  four  days* 

notice  for  that  purpose,  before  11  o'clock  in  the  morning 

and  exclusive  of  Sunday."    He  contended  also  that  this 

was  not  even  a  two  days*  notice,  as  it  was  not  given  before 

1 1  o'clock  on  the  Saturday. 

CawUng,  contra. — The  rule  referred  to  only  applies  to 
town  bail,  because  country  bail  cannot  justify  at  the  same 
time  as  they  are  put  in.  This  case  therefore  depends  on 
the  former  practice,  under  the  old  rule  of  59  Geo.  S :  and 
in  Harboitle  v.  Clark  (o),  it  was  held,  that  if  notice  be 
given  of  country  bail,  who  are  to  justify  pursuant  to  the 
old  practice,  the  four  days*  notice  required  by  the  rule  of 
T.  T.  1  Will.  4,  need  not  be  given.  {Parke,  B.— This  is 
substituted  bail  by  leave  of  a  Judge.]  Still  the  practice  is 
the  same. 

(a)  4  Dowl.  12. 
VOL.  II.  A  A  M.  W. 
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Egek.  of  PletUt 
1837. 


The  Court  iti  the  first  iilitaiice  rejected  the  bail^  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  notice  W4s  that  the  bail  would  "  jaBtify,"* 
not  ''add and  justify;**  saying,  that  the  defendAnt  clearly 
could  not  put  in  and  justify  bail  at  the  saRie  tittle^  unless  a 
previous  four  days*  notice  had  been  given.  But  the  case 
of  Perry's  Bail  (a)  being  subsequently  referred  to,  where 
it  was  decided  that  ^*  where  bail  are  changed  by  leave  of 
the  Court  or  a  Judge,  they  are  not  considered  as  new- 
bail,  so  as  to  require  a  four  days*  rtotice,**  the  bail  were 
allowed. 


(a)  2C.&J.476;  lDowl.664. 
It  appears,  however,  from  the  re- 
port in  2  Gr.  &  J.  475»  that  ^ese 
were  town  bail;  and  the  Court 
sud,  that  the  Judge's  order  not 


having  been  made  till  the  morning 
of  justification,  the  phdntlff  might 
have  time,  if  he  pleased,  to  in- 
qiure  into  the  suffictency  of  the 
bail. 


A  perfon,  sent 
by  the  holder 
of  a  dishonoured 
bill  of  exchange, 
called  at  the 
drawer's  house 
the  day  after 
it  became  due, 
and  there  saw 
his  wife,  and 
told  her  that 
he  had  brought 
back  the  bUl 
that  had  been 
dishonoured. 
She  said  she 
knew  nothing 
about  it,  but 
would  tell  her 
husband  of  it 
when  he  came 
home.     The 
party  then 
went  away,  not 
leaving  any 
written  notice: 
^HeU,  suf- 
ficient notice  of 
dishonour. 


HOUSBGO  V.  COWNB. 

ASSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a 
bill  of  exchange.  Plea,  no  notice  of  dishonour,  and  issue 
thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Middlesex,  a 
witness  was  called  for  the  plaintiff,  who  proved  that  he 
took  the  bill  to  the  defendant's  house,  where  he  saw  his 
wife,  and  told  her  that  he  had  brought  back  the  bill  which 
had  been  dishonoured.  She  said  she  did  not  know  any 
thing  about  it,  but  that  she  would  tell  her  husband  of  it 
when  he  came  home.  The  witness  then  came  away,  with* 
out  leaving  any  written  notice  of  dishonour.  The  under- 
sheriff  having  held  this  to  be  sufficient  proof  of  notice, 

Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  proof  was  insufficient.  He  cited  Solarte  v.  Palmer  (6), 
and  Hartley  v.  Case  (c).  [Parke,  B. — ^This  is  a  very  different 

{h)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  194;  1  Scott,  1.  (c)  2  B.  &  Cr.  339. 
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HOVSBOO 

V. 

COWVE. 


case  from  Sotarie  r.  Pabntr.    In  Woodihorpe  v.  Lawes  (a),  ««*•  Mi»p^* 

this  Court  held  a  notice  of  diebonour  to  be  sufficienti 

tboi^h  k  did  not  state  on  whose  behalf  payment  was  ap« 

plied  for,  or  where  the  hUl  was  lyug]*    As  the  defendant 

was  not  hauelf  seen,  a  written  noiiee  xmgbt  to  have  be«n 

left;  the  verbal  message  might  be  mtarepreBeoted.    [Lord 

Abinger,  C.  B. — The  wife  would  he  as  likely  to  deliver  a 

verbal  notice  as  a  written  one.     Parke,  B, — The  sending 

a  verbal  notice  to  a  merchant's  country  house  dvring  the 

hours  of  business,  is  sufficient,  though  mo  one  is  there.] 

It  is  assumed  in  thsit  case  that  the  merehaiit  undertakes 

to  have  some  one  there  during  those  hours.    {BoUamd^  B. 

— So,  a  person  not  a  merchant,  who  draws  a  bill  of  ex- 

chaoge,   undertakes  to  have  some  one  at  his  house  to 

answer  any  apfklicatioD  4hat  may  be  naade  resfiecting  it 

when  it  may  become  due.] 


Per  Curiam^ 


llule  refused. 


(«)  2  M.  &  W.  109. 


Norman  v.  Wescombe  and  Another. 


Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  {daiotifTs 
dwelliag-house,  on  the  20tii  of  April,  1836.     Pleas,  tirst, 


Trespass  for 
breaking  and 
entering  the 
plaintiff's 

dwelling- bouse,  and  taking  away  certain  goods.  Plea,  that  one  W.  F.,  before  the  said  time  when 
Su.,  held  a  oertain  dwelling-house  m  tenant  to  the  defendant  at  the  rent  of  8/.;  and  that  just  before 
the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  sum  of  8/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid  was  due  from  the  said  W.  F.  to  the 
defendant;  and  that  afterwards,  and  within -thirty  days  next  before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  said 
W.  F.  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  carried  and  conveyed  away  bis  goods,  to  ^prevent  the  defen- 
dant -firom  diatraioing  the  same,  to  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  without  leaving  any  other 
goods  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  whereon  the  defendant  could  distrun;  that  the 
defendant  requested  the  plaintiff  to  allow  him  to  search  his  house  for  the  goods  so  clandestinely  re- 
moved, whkb  the  plaintiff  refused  to  do ;  and  that  thereupon  he  the  defendant  obtained  a  search-war- 
rant from  a  justice  &&,  under  and  by  virtue  of  which  he  entered  the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  for 
th^  purpose  of  aearching  for  the  said  goods,  which  was  the  trespass  of  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plained. The  plaintiff  new  assigned  "that  the  action  was  brought,  not  for  the  trespass  in  the  plea 
mentioned,  but  for  breaking  and  entering  the  house  on  another  and  different  occasion,  and  at 
another  and  different  part  of  the  same  day.  The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  that 
W.  F.  was  his  tenant  at  the  rent  of  %l,  and  that  8^  rent  for  one  year  was  in  arrear;  that  W.  F. 
bad  fraudiilently  removed  his  goods,  to  prevent  a  distress,  to  the  plamtiff's  house;  therefore  he 
entered  to  take  them;  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied,  de  injurift.  At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that 
W.  F.'a  goods  had  been  fraudulently -removed  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  to  avdd  the  distress;  but  no 
evidence  was  given  of  any  demise  at  the  rent  stated,  or  of  the  rent  in  arrear: — Held^  that  these 
focts  were  not  admitted  by  the  new  assignment,  and  ought  to  have  been  proved. 

A  a2 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  not  guiIty ;  secondly,  that  one  William  Freke,  before  the 
^  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  March, 
Norman  1836,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  last  past,  and  from 
Wbbcoicbe.  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  ftc,  held  and 
enjoyed  certain  premises,  to  wit,  a  certain  dwelling-house 
with  the  appurtenances,  of  the  defendant  Thomas  Wes* 
combe,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Crowcombe  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  defendant  T.  Wes* 
combe,  under  and  by  Tirtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof 
before  then  made  by  the  defendant  T.  W.  to  the  said 
W.  Freke,  upon  which  said  demise  a  certain  yearly  rent, 
to  wit,  the  rent  or  sum  of  8L,  was  reserved  and  made 
payable  by  the  said  W,  F-  to  the  defendant  T.  W. 
And  the  defendants  further  said,  that  just  before  the  said 
time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid , 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  8/.  of  the  rent 
aforesaid,  for  one  year  of  the  said  demise  ending  and  ended 
on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  was  due  and  owing  and  was 
payable  from  the  said  W.  F.  to  the  defendant  T.  W.,  and 
from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  remained 
and  continued  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid.  And  the  de«» 
fendants  in  fact  further  said,  that  just  before  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  that  is  to  say,  after  the  said  rent  became 
and  was  due  and  payable^  and  while  the  same  was  actually 
due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid,  and  within  thirty  days  next 
before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  day  of 
April  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said  W.  F,  fraudulently 
and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  carried,  and  caused 
to  be  conveyed  away  and  carried,  off  and  from  the  said 
premises  so  held  and  enjoyed  by  him  the  said  W.  F.,  as 
such  tenant  thereof  to  the  said  defendant  T.  W.  as  afore- 
said, and  the  said  rent  of  and  for  which  was  so  due  and  in 
arrear  as  aforesaid,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  &c. 
being  the  property,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  said  W.  F., 
to  prevent  the  defendant  T.  W/from  distraining  the  same 
for  the  said  rent  so  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  re- 
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moval  actually  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid,  Exch.  o/  PUat, 


and  for  that  purpose  conveyed  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
Co  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  without  leaving 
any  other  goods  and  chattels  on  the  said  premises  so  held 
by  the  said  W.  F.  as  aforesaid,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
said  .arrears  of  rent,  whereon  the  defendant  T*  W.  could 
and  might  distrain  for  such  arrears  of  rent  as  aforesaid. 
And  the  defendants  further  said,  that  before  the  making 
and  giving  the  information  and  granting  the  warrant  here- 
inafter mentioned,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  defendant  T. 
W.  requested  the  plaintiff  to  permit,  suffer,  and  allow  him 
to  enter  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  in  order  to 
seize  and  take  the  said  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  W. 
F.  which  had  been  so  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  con- 
veyed away  and  carried  off  and  from  the  said  premises,  so 
held  and  enjoyed  by  the  said  W.  F.,  as  such  tenant  thereof 
to  the  defendant  T.  W.  as  aforesaid,  and  for  and  in  re- 
j^pect  of  which  such  rent  was  due  and  in  arrear  as  afore- 
said, and  which  goods  and  chattels  had  been  so  conveyed 
to  and  into  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  as  a 
distress  for  such  arrears  of  rent  as  aforesaid,  which  the 
plaintiff  then  refused  to  do.-*-The  plea  then  stated  an  ap- 
plication to  two  magistrates  for  a  warrant  to  search  the 
plaintiff's  house,  and  the  granting  of  the  warrant,  (which 
was  set  out),  by  which  the  justices  commanded  the  con- 
stables and  peace-officers  of  Crowcombe  to  aid  and  as- 
sist the  defendant,  T.  W.,  or  other  person  empowered  to 
take  and  seize  as  a  distress  for  rent  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  in  the  day-time,  to  break  open  and  enter  into  the 
said  dwelling-house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
take  and  seize  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  the  said  ar- 
rears of  rent,  according  to  law.  The  plea  then  averred,  that 
the  house  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  warrant  mentioned  was  the 
said  dwelling  house  in  which,  &c.,  and  that  the  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  warrant  mentioned  were  the  goods  and 
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£»rA.  ^  PUat,  chattels  or  the  said  W.  Freke,  which  bad  been  so  fraudo- 
loo7. 

lently  and  clandestiiielj  conreyed  away  and  carried  off 

and  from  the  said  premises  so  held  and  enjoyed  by  the 
said  W.  Freke  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  defendant  T.  W., 
and  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  which  premises  the  said 
arrears  of  rent  were  so  due  and  in  arrear  as  aforesaid,  and 
which  had  been  so  conveyed  into  the  said  dwelling-hoase 
in  which,  &c. : — it  then  alleged  the  delirery  of  the  warrant 
to  the  defendant  Sayer ^  who  then  and  from  thence  until  and 
at  and  after  the  said  time  when,  &c«,  was  constable  and 
one  of  the  peace-officers « of  the  said  parish  of  Crowcombe, 
to  be  executed  in  due  form  of  law;  and  because  there  were 
not  any  other  goods  and  chattels  on  the  said  premises  so 
held  by  the  said  W.  F.,  as  tenant  to  the  defendant  T.  W., 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  which  the  said 
T.  W.  could  or  might  seize  or  distrain  for  such  amount  of 
rent,  and  because  the  said  rent  still  remained  in  arrear 
and  unpaid,  and  because  there  was  no  sufficient  distress 
upon  the  said  premises,  &c.,  and  because  the  said  last* 
mentioned  goods  and  chattels,  which  had  been  so  fraudu- 
lently and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  carried  off  by 
the  said  W.  F.  as  aforesaid,  still  remained  and  were  in  the 
said  dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  to  which  the  same  had 
been  so  conveyed,  the  defendants,  to  wit,  the  said  T.  W^ 
so  being  the  person  to  whom  the  said  arrears  of  rent  were 
so  due,  and  the  defendant  Sayer  as  such  constable,  and 
by  his  command,  in  his  aid  and  assistance,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  warrant,  after  and  whilst  the  rent  so  re- 
mained due  and  in  arrear,  and  within  thirty  days  next 
after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  and  had  been 
so  fraudulently  conveyed  away  and  carried  off  as  afore* 
said,  viz.  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  entered  the  said 
dwelling-house  in  which,  &c.,  the  outer  door  thereof 
being  then  open,  in  order  to  search  for,  seize,  and  take 
the  said  last-mentioned  goods  and  chattels  so  being  in  the 
said  dwelling*hou8e  in  which,  &c.,  and  which  had  been  so 
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fraudulently  and  clandestinely  carried  away,  as  a  distress  ^^h.  9/  f^^M, 
for  the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  due^  &c.f  and  for  that  pur* 
pose  and  on  that  occasion  stayed  and  continued  therein  in 
order  to  search  for  and  seixe  and  take  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  aa  a  distress  as  aforesaid,  the  same  being  a  reason- 
able time  in  that  behalf*  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  &c.  &Q. 

Replication  to  the  last  plea,  that  the  plaintiiF  issued  his 
writ  of  summons  ip  this  suit,  and  declared  thereupon,  not 
for  th^  said  several  trespasses  in  the  introductory  part  of 
that  plea  inentioned,  but  for  that  the  defendants,  on  the 
day  and  y?ar  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  with  force  and 
arms,.  &O1,  upoq  anatb^r  and  different  occasion,  und  upon 
another  and  different  part  of  the  said  day  from  that  in  the 
plea  suppopedi  l^roke  And  entered  the  said  dwelling-house 
of  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  and  then 
made  a  great  noise,  £^0*,  therein^  and  stiQfed  and  cpn* 
tinned  therein  making  such  noise,  &c«i  for  a  long  space 
of  time, .  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  six  hours,  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  above  in  his  declarntion 
complained  against  the  defendants,  which  said  trespasses 
above  newly  assigned  are  other  and  different  trespasses, 
&c*   Verification. 

Pleas  to  the  new  assignment, — 1st,  Not  guilty ;  Sndly, 
that  the  said  W.  Freke,  before  the  said  time  when  &c. 
above  newly  assigned,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  March, 
1836,  and  for  a  long  space  of  time  then  last  past,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  said  lime  when  &c.  above  newly 
assigned,  held  and  enjoyed  certain  premises,  to  wit,  a 
certain  dwelling-house  with  the  appurtenances,  of  the  de- 
fendant T,  W.,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Crowcombe  afore^ 
said,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  defendant  T.  W.,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof  before  then  made 
by  the  defendant  T«  W.  to  the  said  W.  F.,  upon  which 
demise  a  certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the  rent  or  sum  of  8/., 
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Exeh,  of  Pleat,  was  reserved  and  made  payable  by  the  said  W.  F.  to  the 
defendant  T.  W.  And  the  defendants  further  said,  that 
just  before  the  said  time  when  &c.  above  newly  assigned, 
to  wit,  OQ  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  a  large  sum  of 
money,  to  wit,  8L  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  one  year  of 
the  said  demise  ending  and  ended  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid  and  then  elapsed,  was  due  and  owing  and 
payable  by  the  said  W.  F.  to  the  said  T.  W.,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.  above  newly 
assigned,  remained  and  continued  due  and  in  arrear ;  and 
that  just  before  the  said  time  when  &c.  above  newly  as- 
signed, and  after  the  said  rent  bad  become  and  was  due 
and  in  arrear,  and  remained  actually  due,  and  within 
thirty  days  next  before  the  said  time  when  &c.  above 
newly  assigned,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  April  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  the  said  W.  F.  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  con- 
veyed away  and  carried,  and  caused  to  be  conveyed  &c.  off 
and  from  the  said  premises  so  held  and  enjoyed  by  him  the 
said  W.F.as  tenant  thereof  to  the  defendantT.W.  as  afore- 
said, and  the  rent  of  and  for  which  was  so  due  and  in  arrear 
as  aforesaid,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  &c.,  to  pre- 
vent the  said  T.  W.  from  distraining  the  same  for  the  said 
rent  so  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  fraudulent  and 
clandestine  removal  actually  due  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid 
as  aforesaid,  and  for  that  purpose  conveyed  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  to  the  said  dwelling-house  in  which  &c. :  and 
because  the  said  goods  and  chattels  which  had  been  so 
fraudulently  &c.  conveyed  away  and  carried  off  by  the  said 
W.  F.  as  aforesaid  still  remained  in  the  said  dwelling- 
house  in  which  &c.,  to  wit,  the  same  as  aforesaid,  the 
defendant  T.  W.,  in  his  own  right,  and  the  said  W.  S.,  as 
the  servant  of  the  said  T.  W.,  and  by  his  command,  and 
also  as  a  constable,  &c.  (justifying  the  trespasses  newly  as^ 
signed  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  goods  as  a  distress 
for  rent.) 

Replication,  de  injuria. 
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At  the  trial  before  Williams,  J.»  at  the  last  Summer  Etch,  ijf  PUas^ 

1837. 
Assizes  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  it  appeared  in  evi- 
dence that  William  Freke*s  goods  had  been  removed  to  the 
plaintiff's  house  to  avoid  a  distress  for  rent;  that  the  de- 
fendant Wescombe,  who  was  landlord  of  the  plaintiff'&pre- 
mises,  as  well  as  Freke's,  went  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  by  the 
plaintiff's  licence,  on  the  19th  of  April,  and  had  a  con  versa* 
don  with  the  plaintiff's  daughter,  when  he  demanded  the 
goods ;  that  on  the  SOth  he  came  again,  with  the  defendant 
Sayer,  at  1 1  o'clock  in  the  morning;  that  Wescombe  went  to 
get  a  warrant,  leaving  Sayer  there ;  but  during  his  absence 
Sayer  was  pushed  out :  when  Wescombe  returned  with 
the  warrant,  they  both  entered  under  the  warrant,  at  one 
o'clock  in  the  day*  There  was  no  proof  of  any  demise  at 
a  rent  of  8/.  a  year,  as  stated  in  the  defendants'  plea,  or 
that  there  were  any  arrears  of  rent  due,  but  the  defendants' 
counsel  insisted  that  those  facts  were  admitted  by  the  new 
assignment;  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
Cratcdkr,  in  Michaelmas  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  this  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  not  proved  his  plea. 
Against  which  rule — 

Erie  now  shewed  cause. — ^There  is  an  admission  on  the 
pleadings  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  defendants'  plea,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to  prove  any  demise  at  the 
rent  stated,  or  the  rent  in  arrear,  as  that  was  admitted  on 
the  record.  The  case  of  House  v.  Thames  Commission'' 
ers  (a)  shews  that  the  plea  to  a  new  assignment  is  construed 
with  reference  to  the  plea  to  the  declaration.  Here  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  plea  to  the  declaration  that  there  had  been  a 
demise,  and  that  rent  was  in  arrear :  the  new  assignment 
admits  those  allegations  to  be  true.  In  the  plea  to  the  new 
assignment,  a  demise  and  rent  in  arrear  are  again  alleged, 

(a)  3  Brod.  &  B.  117- 
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and  m  support  thereof  the  plea  to  the  declaration  ia  ad- 
dticedi  with  parol  evidence  to  shew  that  it. relates  to  the 
same  premiaea,  the  same  day,  the  same  rent,  under  the 
same  demise,  as  are  mentioned  in  the  plea  to  the  deolara* 
tion*  If  the  new  assignment  admits  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
plea  to  the  declaration^  this  proof  was  sufficient;  and  it  ii 
contended  that  the  new  assignment  does  so  admit  In  con* 
tinuous  pleadings,  that  which  ia  not  trarersed  ia  admitted : 
a  declaration  in  trespass,  justification,  new  assignment, 
and  plea  to  the  new  assignment,  are  continuous  pleadings; 
and  it  is  clear  that  the  new  assignment  does  not  traverse 
the  justification,  but  acknowledges  its  truth.  In  I  Saun- 
ders, £99,  a,  it  is  said :  *'  The  plaintiff  cannot  new  assign 
unless  there  have  been  two  assaults  &c.  at  least  committed 
upon  him;  for  the  new  assignment  is  an  acktunoledgmeni 
by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  has  justified  one  assault.'' 
There  is  a  great  distinction  between  collateral  and  con* 
tinuous  pleas.  In  Oakley  v.  DavU  (a),  where,  in  tpe»» 
pass  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  the  defen- 
dant having  justified  the  assault  and  imprisonment  under 
a  writ  sued  out  by  him,  as  attorney  of  J.  M.,  against  the 
defendant,  which  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff*,  who,  by 
virtue  thereof,  arrested  and  detained  the  plaintiff;  it  was 
held,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  traversing  the  plea, 
as  he  ought  to  do  if  the  arrest  were  irregularly  made 
by  the  sheriff's  officer  without  a  sufficient  warrant  from 
the  sheriff,  new  assign  that  the  trespass  complained  of  was 
upon  another  and  different  occasion  than  that  stated  in  the 
plea,  and  after  the  supposed  arrest  therein  mentioned, 
the  defendant,  on  proof  of  the  fact  as  before  stated,  wss 
entitled  to  a  verdict.  And  Lord  EUenbaraugh,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  says  (6) — ''  How  could  the  plaintiff 
new  assign  upon  the  trespass  stated  and  justified  by  the 

(fl)  16  East,  82.  (6)  P.  86. 
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plea,  Rrhen  he  might  have  traTeraed  the  &ct  pleaded  t  Sxeh.  ^L^^* 

The  new  amgnment  admits  that  the  dedaration  stands 

well  answered  by  the  plea."    [Parke^  B. — There  is  no 

proof  of  any  tenancy.      You    must  prove,  under  the 

issue  on  the  new  assignment,  that  Freke  was  tenant  at 

the  precise  part  of  the  day  on  which  the  plaintiff  proves 

the  entry  into  his  house  to  have  taken  place.     This  re* 

cord,  with  the  parol  endence  to  apply  it,  is  evidence  of 

the  tenancy  stated  in  the  plea  to  the  new  assignment.] 

Suppose  the  case  of  trespass  quare  clausum  fregit  brought 

for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close,  and  the 

defendant  justified  under  a  right  of  way, — ^if  the  pkindff 

new  assigned  extra  viam,  that  would  be  an  admission  of 

the  right  of  way  pleaded,  and  the  defendant  wouM  be 

entitled  to  use  that  plea  as  an  admission  of  his  right  of 

way.  '  Here  it  is  admitted  by  the  replication,  that  on  the 

19th  of  April  Freke  was  tenant,  that  the  rent  was  due, 

and  that  the  goods  were  removed  to  the  plaintiff's  house 

to  avoid  a  distress.     If,  in  an  action  of  assault,  the  de« 

fendaot  justifies  the  assault,  and  the  plaintiff  new  assigns, 

if  but  one  assault  is  proved,  the  justification  is  admit* 

ted,  and  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict. 

[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^You  are  seeking  to  help  out  the 

admission  on  the  pleadings  by  the  parol  evidence.    Parke^ 

B.^ — ^Are  you  at  liberty  to  use  parol  evidence  to  apply  the 

admission  on  the  pleadings  to  the  facts  of  the  case  ?]    Yes, 

to  apply  the  parol  evidence  so  as  to  shew  what  were  the 

premises  mentioned  in  the  plea.     [Parke^  B. — There  is  no 

question  that  you  cannot  call  in  aid  an  admission  in  one  plea 

to  aid  another  plea.]  No;  but  where  they  are  one  continued 

series  of  pleadings,  and  not  collateral  pleas,  you  may  do 

so.    Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  alleged  in  his  declaration 

that  the  defendants  broke  and  entered  his  dwelling<^house 

at  one  o'clock,  which  the  defendants  could  justify ;  but  the 

plaintiff,  in  his  replication,  had  said,  I  did  not  go  for  that 

entry,  but  for  an  entry  at  eleven  o'clock ;  the  justification 
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Exeh.  i^  PUat,  before  pleaded  would  be  admitted  od  the  record,  and  that 
would  contain  the  facts  of  the  tenancy  of  Freke,  the  rent 
due,  and  the  removal  of  the  goods.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.B. — 
Suppo^e^  before  the  statute  of  Anne,  the  plaintiff  declared 
in  trespass  in  two  counts j  and  you  had  pleaded  a  justifica- 
tion as  to  one,  and  the  plaintiff  bad  admitted  it;  and  you  had 
pleaded  a  second  justification  as  to  the  other  county  which 
he  had  taken  issue  upon.  The  plea  which  was  admitted 
would  be  as  though  it  were  struck  out  of  the  record,  and 
you  would  go  to  trial  only  as  to  the  other.  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  question  on  the  new  assignment  is  just  the  same. 
You  do  not  go  to  try  anything  on  that  first  plea  ;  it  is  the 
game  for  this  purpose  as  if  it  were  struck  out  of  the  record.] 
There  the  two  counts  are  the  same  as  two  actions ;  they 
may  be  treated  as  separate  collateral  lines  of  pleading ; 
but  if  they  are  as  two  actions,  it  is  not  conceded  that  the  ad- 
mission in  one  could  not  be  used  in  the  other,  with  parol 
evidence  to  apply  it.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  brought  two 
separate  actions  for  entering  his  dwelling-house,  to  one  of 
which  the  defendant  pleaded  the  entry  under  the  war- 
rant, as  in  this  first  plea,  and  to  the  other  the  plea  to  the 
new  assignment,  and  the  jury  found  for  the  defendant  in 
one  of  the  actions, — ^he  could  make  use  of  that  record  in  the 
other  action,  and  shew  that  the  premises  were  the  same, 
that  it  was  on  the  same  day,  and  that  it  was  for  one 
removal  of  goods  that  he  entered.  [Parie^  B. — Sup- 
pose the  plaintiff  had,  in  the  first  count,  declared  for  an 
entry  at  one  o'clock,  and  you  had  pleaded  a  justification 
under  the  warrant,  and  the  plaintiff  had  entered  a  nolle 
prosequi  as  to  that,  and  that  he  had  declared  in  the  second 
count  for  an  entry  at  ten  o'clock,  and  you  had  pleaded 
a  justification  containing  the  same  facts, — the  ques- 
tion is,  could  you  avail  yourself  of  the  admission  in  the 
first  plea  to  aid  the  other  ?]  It  is  not  admitted  that  it  could 
not  be  done ;  but  if  it  could  not,  such  a  case  is  distinguish- 
able from  the  present.     But  it  is  submitted  that  the  ad- 
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mission  might  be  used.  Suppose,  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  Bxeh.  of  PUas, 
exchange,  with  a  count  for  goods  soldi  (being  the  consider- 
ation for  which  the  bill  was  given),  the  defendant,  to  the 
count  on  the  bill,  pleads  satisfaction,  and  to  the  count  for 
goods  sold  payment,  and  to  the  latter  count  the  plaintiff 
enters  a  nolle  prosequi, — the  defendant  might  shew  that 
the  consideration  for  the  bill  was  the  goods  sold,  which  the 
plaintiff  admitted  had  been  paid  for. 

Crowder  and  Ball  contra. — The  defendants'  plea  to  the 
new  assignment  has  not  been  established.     It  is  a  fallacy 
to   say   that  the  plaintiff,  by  new  assigning,  admits  the 
facts  set  out  in  the  defendants*  plea.    All  that  it  amounts 
to  is  this — ''  You  say  that  I,  the  plaintiff,  brought  my  action 
for  your  entering  my  house  under  the  search-warrant  at 
one  o'clock  in  the  day;  but  you  are  mistaken ;  I  brought 
my  action  for  another  and  a  different  entry ;  you  came  at  a 
different  hour  than  the  one  you  allude  to  and  justify;  I 
neither  admit  nor  deny  what  you  allege.''  Then  the  defend- 
ant says  that  Freke  was  tenant — ^that  rent  was  due — that 
the  goods  had  been  removed,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to 
enter  to  take  them :  on  this  the  plaintiff  takes  issue,  by 
which  he  requires  the  defendants  to  prove  what  they  have 
80  alleged.    There  is  no  admission  whatever ;  the  facts 
are  neither  admitted  nor  denied.     In  the  case  put  of  a 
right  of  way,  there  is  a  clear  admbsion  of  a  right  of  way, 
and  the  plaintiff  says  you  went  out  of  that  way;  but  here 
there  is  no  connexion  whatever  between  the  two  entries. 
So,  in  the  case  of  two  separate  actions  of  trespass,  and  a 
justification  under  a  warrant,  which  is  found  in  one  of  the 
actions  for  the  defendant,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  action 
being  between  the  same  parties,  the  verdict  in  the  one  case 
would  be  evidence  in  the  other.     But  this  case  is  quite 
distinguishable.     Here  the  plaintiff  says,  I  complain  not  of 
what  you  justify,  but  of  another  thing  altogether  different. 
There  might  have  been  two  sets  of  premises  held  by  Freke, 
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Exek.  4  pum^  and  two  rents,  and  if  this  were  to  be  taken  to  be  an  ad- 
1837* 

-     mission,  it  would  be  a  harddiip  upon  the  plaintiff.    Again, 

NdEHAK      in  the  case  put  of  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  for 

WssooxBB.     goods  sold,  the  admission  would  not  be  conclusive  unless 

the  fact  were  found  by  a  jury.    But  this  is  altogether  ao 

avoidancei  which  does  not  amount  to  a  nolle  prosequL   The 

plaintiff  does  not  say^  I  have  made  a  mistake,  but  says, 

I  never  intended  to  bring  my  action  for  thst  which  you 

suppose. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — In  this  case*  which  has  been  very 
ingeniously  argued  by  the  learned  counsel  tor  the  defen- 
dant, a  considerable  doubt  has  been  raised  in  my  mind  on 
a  matter  on  which  I  had  at  first  no  xloubt  at  all.  If  this 
case  had  been  parallel  to  the  case  put  of  two  separate 
counts,  where  in  the  pleadings  to  one  of  them  certain 
facts  were  admitted ;  or  the  case  of  two  separate  actions, 
diere  being  a  plea  to  one,  which  was  admitted,  or<on  which 
there  was  a  verdict  for  the  deiendant,I  should  have  thought 
it  matter  for  consideration  whether  the  verdict  or  admis- 
sion would  not  be  evidence  in  support  of  the  other  count 
or  the  other  action.  But  this  is  distinguishable  from 
those  cases.  A  new  assignment  does  not  amount  to  an 
admission  of  the  facts  alleged  in  the  plea,  but  is  merely  an 
assertion  that  the  plaintiff  wiU  not  investigate  the  sul^ect- 
matter  set  forth  in  the  plea.  In  point  of  fact,  it  is  not  an 
admission,  but  merely  amounts  to  sa3?iiig,  *'  i  do  not  choose, 
and  never  intended,  to  go  for  that  trespass  which  you  have 
attempted  to  justify.*'  Suppose  a  plaintiff  declares,  embrac- 
ing several  matters  in  his  declaration,  to  one  of  which  the  de- 
fendant pleads  a  justification,  which  the  plaintiff  cannot 
deny ;  and  he  agrees  to  have  it  struck  out  of  his  declaration, 
and  obtains  an  order  for  that  purpose,  and  goes  to  trial  on 
the  other  matters — that  matter  would  be  taken  from  die 
consideration  of  the  judge  and  jury,  and  would  not  be  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  other  issues.    H^e  the  plead- 
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ings  preYious  to  the  new  assignment  are  to  be  taken  as  if  ^^tA.  nf  Pleas, 
they  were  in  point  of  fact  struck  out,  and  the  defendant 
has  no  right  to  make  use  of  them  on  the  trial  of  the  other 
issues. 

Parks,  B. — I  agree  in  the  opinion  which  has  been  de- 
liYered  by  my  Lord  Abinger.  When  this  case  was  moved, 
I  entertained  no  doubt  upon  the  point,  but  I  have  been  led 
into  a  doubt  by  taking  for  granted  the  first  position  with 
which  the  defendant^  coiftisel  set  out,  namely,  that  a  new 
assignment  admits  the  truth  of  the  matter  previously 
pleaded.  But  when  we  come  to  examine  the  nature  of  a 
new  assignment,  we  shall  find  that  it  only  admits  another 
trespass,  all  inquiry  as  to  which  the  plaintiff  wholly  aban- 
dons. The  effect  of  it,  as  Mr.  Crowder  says,  is  not  to 
amount  to  an  admission  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea,  but 
to  say  that  that  is  not  the  cause  for  which  the  plaintiff 
brought  his  action.  The  other  pleadings  previous  to  the 
new  assignment  being  out  of  the  case,  the  defendant  can- 
not make  use  of  the  supposed  admission  oTthe  facts  stated 
in  the  plea. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  Concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


END  OF   HILARY   TERM. 


IN  Hilary  Vacation,  Mr.  Justice  Gaselee  resigned  his  seat 
on  the  Benchy  and  Thomas  Coliman,  Esq.,  K.  C,  was 
appointed  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  his 
room,  and  was  knighted.  He  was  first  called  to  the  degree 
of  the  coif,  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto,  "  Jus  suum 
cuique.** 

Francis  James  Newman  72of^«,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Esq.; 
Biggs  Andrews,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq. ;  George 
Chilian,  jun.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq. ;  John  Evans, 
of  the  Inner  Temple,  Esq.;  Richard  Budden  Crowder, 
of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.;  Francis  Whitmarsh,  of 
Gray's  Inn,  Esq.;  and  Charles  Purton  Cooper,  of  Lin- 
coln's Inn,  Esq.,  were  appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel; 
and  John  Jervis,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  Esq.,  received 
a  patent  of  precedence. 
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GouoH  V.  White,  1837. 

XN  Hilary  Term,  Bayley  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  judg-  When  iasue  u 
ment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  in  this  cause.  It  was  a  town  ii^on^n  a  town 
cause :  issue  was  joined  early  in  the  vacation  after  Trinity  ^„J^J*J.4nnot 
Term,  but  no  notice  of.  trial  given.     The  only  question  move  for  judg- 

.       ...  .      .       ,  1  ment  win  case 

was,  whether  the  rule  was  obtained  too  early.  of  a  nomuit, 

until  the  third 
tenn  after  iwue 

Heaton  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  Heale  v.  Cur*  joined. 
iis  (a),  as  an  authority  that  the  motion  was  made  too  soon. 
Since  the  new  rules,  the  issue  has  no  longer  relation  to  the 
preceding  term;  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  could  not  have 
been  bound  to  enter  the  issue  until  Michaelmas  Term ;  he 
had  consequently  all  Hilary  Term  to  go  to  trial,  and  there 

(a)  2  M.  &  W.  76 ;  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  294. 
VOL.  II.  B  B  M.  W^ 


364 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


^^^Xt*^^'  could  be  no  default  until  Easter  Term.     No  change  has 
V      V      -^     heen  made  in  the  practice  by  the  new  rules,  as  to  the  time 
GouoH       of  moving  for  judgment  as  in  a  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
White. 

Bayley,  contri,  cited  Williams  v.  Edwards  (a),  and 
Harle  y.  Wilson  (6),  and  contended  that  the  issue  was 
still  to  be  considered  as  delivered  of  Trinity  Term» 
and  the  plaintiff  therefore  ought  to  have  gone  to  trial  in 
Michaelmas  Term.  He  observed  that,  according  to  the 
report  in  Dowling,  Williams  v.  Edwards  did  not  appear 
to  have  been  cited  in  Heale  ▼•  Curtis  (c). 

Heaton* — Williams  t.  Edwards  and  Harle  v.  Wilson 
were  both  country  causes,  which  distinguishes  them  from 
the  present. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consult  the  Judges  of  the  other 
Courts,  in  order  that  the  practice  might  be  uniform ;  and 
in  the  present  term, 

Parke,  B.  said — We  have  consulted  the  other  Judges,, 
and  the  rule  in  this  case  must  be  discharged,  but  without 
costs.  It  is  to  be  understood  that  you  cannot  moye  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  until  two  actual  terms* 
have  elapsed  after  issue  was  joined. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  583;  3  Dowl.         (b)  3  Dowl.  P.O.  6M. 
P.  G.  183.  (c)  But  ice  2  M.  &  W.  76^ 
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Bxeh.  qf  Pleas, 
1837. 

'^ y— ^ 

DoiDOB  0.  Elizabeth  Bowers,  R.W.Munn  and  Mary 
Ann  his  Wife,  and  Henry  Bowers. 

X  HE  first  count  of  tbe  declaration  stated  that  the  defend-  A.,  B.,  and  c, 
ants  Elisabeth  Bowers,  Mary  Ann  Munn,  and  H.  Bow-  unmarried 
ers,  while  the  skid  Mary  Ann  was  unmarried,  to  wit,  on  J^tTan'agl^'^ 
the  14th  iSept.  18S5,  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  800/.  meat,  dated 

,       25  th  December, 

for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  messuage,  &c.,  of  the  i834,  to  take  a 
plaintiff,  by  them  occupied  and  enjoyed: — ^laying  the  pro-  pu^uiff  for* 
mise  to  pay  while  the  defendant  Mary  Ann  was  unmarried,  wven  yearg,  at 

■^   •'  •^  a  certain  annual 

The  second  count  was  for  half  a  year's  rent,  due  at  Lady  rent,  payable 
Day,  1836,  of  a  dwelling-house  and  premises  demised  by  which  they 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  Elizabeth,  Mary  Ann  be-  sepirmber'" 
fore  her  marriaffe,  and  Henry,  on  the  25th  December,  1835,  c.  mar- 

f  ^  ried;inDeccm- 

1834,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  90/.,  payable  quarterly.  The  ber,  A.  became 
defendants  pleaded,  to  the  first  count,  first,  that  the  de-  anVtionof  " 
fondants  Elizabeth,  Mary  Ann,  and  Henry  did  not,  while  ^{^ntiff^mt 
the  said  Mary  Ann  was  unmarried,  promise  as  therein  A^  B.,  C,  and 

C't  husband, 

mentioned  ;  secondly,  payment,  partly  by  those  three  de-  for  two  yean' 
fondants  while  the  defendant  Mary  Ann  was  unmarried,  ""be  due°under 
and  partly  by  the  defendants  Elizabeth,  R.  W.  Munn,  and  J^^^57^^~''■ 
Henry,  of  divers  sums  of  money,  in  full  satisfaction  and  above  agtee- 
discharge  of  all  the  monies  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  dants  by^hetr  ~ 
and  thereby  claimed  for  and  in  respect  of  the  alleged  use  Semur^There 
and  occupation  whilst  the  said  Mary  Ann  was  unmarried,  was  also  a  count 
To  the  second  count  the  defendants  pleaded,  first,  the  occupation,  to 
general  issue ;  secondly,  a  denial  of  the  demise  as  in  that  pul^'^d^'i^y. 
count  mentioned;  thirdly,  an  eviction  by  the  plaintiff  be-  "^"V^*b  ?* 
fore  the  rent  claimed  became  due,  and  after  the  marriage  of  c/s  marriage. 
the  defendants  Munn  and  his  wife ;  and  fourthly,  a  deter-  proved^payment 
mination  of  the  demise  by  operation  of  law  before  the  rent  nJc^of  th?^" 

quarter's  rent 
due  at  If  ichaelmas  1835,  and  an  admission  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  receipt  of  the  two  prerious  quar- 
ters' rent;  but  it  was  not  shewn  when  or  by  whom  these  latter  payments  were  made: — Held,  that 
this  was  not  eiidence  from  which  a  new  yearly  tenancy,  on  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  could  be 
inferred,  so  as  to  charge  all  the  defendants,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  shewn  that  Uie  payments  were 
Bttrie  before  C's  marriage,  or  irlth  her  assent  after  her  marriage. 

B  b2 
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^^\^'7*^^*  became  due.     The  replications  denied  the  alleged   pay- 
N«...^^^J.^     ment  and  eviction,  and  joined  issue  on  the  other  pleas. 
DoiDOB  At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last  Worcester 

Bowers.  assizes,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows : — On  the  25th 
December  1834,  the  defendants  Henry  Bowers,  and  his 
daughters  Elizabeth  and  Mary  Ann  Bowers,  entered  into 
possession  of  a  house  and  piece  of  land  of  the  plaintiff's 
near  Great  Malvern,  under  an  agreement  of  that  date, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  let,  and  the  defendants, 
Henry  Bowers,  Elizabeth  and  Mary  Ann  Bowers,  agreed 
to  take,  for  the  term  of  seven  years,  a  newly-erected 
dwelling-house  at  Great  Malvern,  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  90/.,  to  be  paid  quarterly ; 
a  lease  to  be  drawn  as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  and 
to  contain  the  usual  covenants,  provisoes,  and  agreements, 
&c.  This  agreement  was  stamped  with  a  lease  stamp,  and 
was  signed  by  the  three  defendants  who  were  parties 
to  it,  but  not  by  the  plaintiff.  The  house  was  furnished 
by  the  Bowers's,  and  was  let  to  different  visitors  who  came 
to  Malvern  during  the  summer.  The  father  lived  at  Wor- 
cester, and  the  daughters  sometimes  resided  with  him,  and 
sometimes  in  this  house.  At  Christmas  1835,  Henry 
Bowers  became  bankrupt ;  and  the  defendants  proved  that 
his  assignees  paid  the  quarter's  rent  due  at  Michaelmas,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  admitted  the  receipt  of  the  two  former 
quarters'  rent,  but  it  did  not  appear  when  these  payments 
had  been  made,  or  by  whom.  On  the  15th  September, 
1835,  Mary  Ann  Bowers  married  the  defendant  Munn. 
Some  evidence  was  given  in  support  of  the  plea  of  an  evic- 
tion, but  it  did  not  amount  to  a  defence  on  that  issue.  The 
learned  judge,  in  summing  up,  stated  that  inasmuch  as  the 
agreement  could  not  operate  as  a  demise,  not  being  signed 
by  the  plaintiff,  although  the  payment  of  the  quarterly 
rent  would  be  evidence  of  an  agreement  for  a  tenancy  for  a 
year,  yet  there  did  not  appear  to  him  to  be  any  evidence 
that  the  payments  of  rent  were  made  before  the  marriage 
of  the  defendant  Mrs.  Munn,  or  that  since  her  marriage 
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she  had  authorized  such  payments ;  and  therefore  that  the  ^'^\M.^^^^ 
defendants  could  not  be  charged  as  on  a  joint  demise.  He 
accordingly  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the 
second  and  fourth  issuesi  giving  the  plaintiff  leave  to  enter 
a  verdict  on  those  issues  for  45/.  On  the  other  issues  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.|  now  moved  pursuant  to  the  leave  re* 
served. — The  plea  of  payment  being  on  the  record,  and 
the  defendants  having  availed  themselves  of  it  by  proving 
payments  of  the  quarterly  rent,  it  amounts  to  the  same 
thing  as  if  there  had  been  an  admission,  out  of  the  record, 
of  the  demise  alleged  in  the  declaration:  they  cannot 
afterwards  turn  round  and  say  that  they  did  not  occupy 
under  a  joint  demise.  [Parke,  B. — They  put  you  to  the 
proof  of  the  demise  on  a  separate  issue,  quite  independent 
of  the  plea  of  payment.  I  thought  the  payment  of  the 
quarterly  rent  was  evidence  of  a  tenancy  for  a  year,  but 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  payment  by  Mrs.  Munn  or 
by  her  authority.  Then  she,  having  entered,  would  be 
only  tenant  at  will,  unless  she  occupied  for  a  year,  which 
she  did  not ;  and  I  saw  no  evidence  of  anything  done  by 
her  to  constitute  her  a  yearly  tenant].  In  Cox  v<  Bent  (a), 
an  admission  by  the  plaintiff,  who  had  entered  on  premises 
under  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  of  a  charge  of  half  a  year's 
rent  in  an  account  between  him  and  his  landlord,  was  held 
sufficient  to  constitute  him  a  yearly  tenant.  [Alderson^  B. — 
The  difficulty  is,  that  your  point  is  not  raised  by  the  evi- 
dence. If  there  had  been  evidence  of  payment  while  she 
was  a  feme  sole,  it  would  have  been  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  she  had  not  assented  to  a  new  contract  for  a 
quarterly  holding ;  but  that  was  not  so]. 

Parke,  B. — Under  the  original  contract  no  demise 
could  be  created  but  a  mere  tenancy  at  will.     Then,  in 

(a)  5  fiiDg.  185. 
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^^imt'*'**'  order  to  constitute  a  new  tenancy,  it  must  be  shewn  thai 

N      V  ^     all  the  three  parties  to  the  instrument  had  agreed  to  vary 

DoipoB       ^t  by  a  new  contract  for  a  tenancy  fcomyeajr  to  year.    But 

Bowers.      here  t^ere  was  no  evidence  to  shew  the  assent  of  the 

married  sifter  to  such  neipr  contract ;  and  for  aught  that 

appeared,  the  rent  might  have  beejo  paid  after  her  mar- 

riage. 

Aldbrson,  B. — If  it  had  been  proved  that  the  rent  was 
paid  before  the  marriage,  it  would  have  been  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury  of  her  a8S.ent  to  a  contract  for  a  year's 
tenancy;  but  even  then  it  would  have  been  doubtful 
whether  some  morjC  dirftct  act  of  assent  was  not  necessary. 

The  other  Barons  conqurred. 

Rule  ref^fed* 


StbveiNs  v.  Miller. 

All  affidavitB  of  ON  bail  appearinfir  to  justify  in  this  case.  Raihbone  op- 
justification  of  ,  ,  ,  ,  ..  ,  ^  .  .  «.-i  .  i. 
bail  mutt  com-    posed  them  on  the  ground  of  a  defect  m  the  affidavit  of 

fom^'prewrtbcd   sufficiency,  which  stated  that  the  bail  were  worth  the  sum 

"".J*>«  ™|«  of      required  "  above  all  their  just  debts,'*  instead  of  "  above 

Hilary  Term, 

s  Will.  4,  •.  19;  what  would  pay  their  just  debts,"  as  directed  oy  the  rule 
StX.  of  H.  T.  g  Will.  4,  8.  19. 

a  variance  from 
the  form  is  no 

objection  to  their       Mansel,  in  support  of  the  bail,  urged  that  the  affidavit 

passing,  but  only  .  ...  «        .  -ii  i/trnm 

dbentities  the  was  sufficient,  being  m  conformity  with  the  rule  of  1.  IL. 
fhfwsu  of"        1  Will.  4,  and  the  notice  being  put  in  to  justify  under  that 

justification.  ^^^ 

Parke,  B.— The  later  rule  appUes  to  all  affidavits  of 
justification,  and  parties  ought  to  abide  by  it.  It  is  not, 
however,  an  objection  to  the  bail  justifying ;  but  the  de- 
fendant will  not  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of  justification. 

Bail  passed,  without  costs. 
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Bxeh,  of  Ptetu, 
1837. 

Marry^t  v.  Brodertck. 

Assumpsit  for  money  bad  and  received,  brought  s«niUe,  that 
against  the  defendant  as  clerk  of  the  course  of  the  New*  scribing 'to  a 
port  Pagnel  races,  to  recover  the  sum  of  60/.,  the  amount  'eg**  *»o"«-«ce 

*^  ®  '  '  cannot  recover 

of  certain  stakes  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  to  have  won  Us  stake  from 
by  a  horse  of  his;  or,  at  all  events,  to  recover  back  his  after  the  race 
own  stake.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.     At   the   trial  before  JJ^^etrihe 
LUiledalCf  J.,  Et  the  last  Northampton  Assises,  the  evi-  >ukehoider  has 

'^  .  paid  over  the 

dence  was  in  substance  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  entered  money. 

a  horse  to  run  for  a  sweepstakes  for  horses  not  thorough-  ^^  cannot  i^^ 

bred,  at  the  above  races.    A  horse  named  Cricketbat,  the  f*^'  ^*  "^*^ 

'       •  ^  '  he  demanded 

property  of  a  Mr.  Shaw,  came  in  first,  the  plaintiff's  horse  it  before  the 

being  second.     Before  the  race  was  run,  the  plaintiff  gave      where  the' 

notice  to  the  defendant  that  Cricketbat  was  thorough-bred,  [JjJ^J  p^SJd 

and  therefore  disqualified  to  start ;  and  after  the  race,  he  that  au  dit- 

putei  thould  be 

claimed  the  stakes  accordingly.  By  the  rules  of  the  races,  aetUed  by  the 
all  disputes  were  to  be  settled  by  the  stewards,  whose  JJJ^stewirdl? 
decision  was  to  be  final.    The  stewards  on  this  occasion  *****  **f«" 

named,  one  of 

were  Lord  Charles  Fitaroy  and  General  Grosvenor,  neither  whom,  on  a  dis- 

of  whom  however  was  present.     General  Grosvenor  had  towhl^horK 

been  named  a  steward  without  his  knowledge,  but  he  J,"g*^^*of^ 

stated  to  Lord  Charles  Fitzroy  that  he  would  acquiesce  in  »ce,  gave  his 

opinion  in 

whatever  he  might  do  in  his  capacity  of  steward.     Lord  writing  that 
Charles  was  represented  at  the  races  by  a  Mr.  Bayley ;  and  iJl^^nUtied  to 
on  the  dispute  arising  between  the  plaintiffand  Shaw,  Mr.  'u*™*J"'^f* 
Bayley  told  them,  (the  defendant  being  also  present),  that  tiff  could  not 
he  could  not  determine  the  matter,  but  it  must  be  referred  sukes  on  the 
to  Lord  Charles.     The  question  was  accordingly  referred  Jt'^i']f,d^}onJ 
to  his  Lordship,  who  submitted  to  the  Jockey  Club ;  they  although  it 
however  declined  to  entertain  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  thither  itew- 
a  mere  question  of  fact,  and  referred  it  back  to  the  deci-  Siat'hlf  wolud 
aion  of  the  stewards.     Lord  Charles  afterwards  wrote  a  »cq«ie«»  Jn 

whatever  hit 
colleague  did. 

To  malce  the  sole  award  of  the  latter  available,  it  must  be  clearly  shewn  that  both  the  disputing 

parties,  and  the  stakeholder  also,  submitted  to  his  sole  authority. 
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Exch.  of  PUas,  letter  to  the  plaintiff,  expressing  his  opini<n\  that  he  * 

entitled  to  receive  the  stakes.  The  plaintiff  also  gave  in 
evidence  a  letter  from  Mr.  Shaw  to  Lord  Charles  Fitsroy, 
subsequently  written,  in  which  Shaw  tendered  certain  evi- 
dence for  his  Lordship's  consideration.  No  proof  was 
given  that  Shaw's  horse  was  in  fact  thorough-bred.  It  was 
objected  forthe  defendant,  that  the  letter  of  Lord  Charles 
Fitzroy,  on  which  the  plaintiff  relied  as  entitling  him  to 
receive  the  stakes,  was  no  authority  for  that  purpose,  but 
that,  to  enable  him  to  recover,  there  ought  to  have  been  an 
express  award  in  his  favour  by  both  the  stewards :  and  the 
learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion,  directed  a  nonsuit 

Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial — ^First,.the  plaintiff 
was  entitled,  on  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  to  re- 
cover the  whole  amount  of  the  stakes.  The  decision 
of  Lord  Charles  Fitzroy  became,  by  the  acquiescence 
of  the  other  steward,  in  fact,  the  decision  of  the  person 
having  the  whole  authority ;  and  being  rather  in  the 
nature  of  a  decision  by  a  public  officer  than  an  award 
by  a  private  arbitrator,  it  was  not  essential  that  both 
stewards  should  be  express  parties  to  it.  In  /2er  v. 
Whildker  (a),  an  apportionment  of  a  rate  made  under  a 
local  drainage  act,  by  two  of  three  assessors  appointed  for 
the  purpose  pursuant  to  the  act,  was  held  sufficient,  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  a  matter  of  public  duty  and  public 
trust,  not  of  private  authority,  like  a  reference  or  award. 
So  here,  the  subscribers  to  the  races  do  not  themselves 
choose  their  arbitrators  in  case  of  dispute,  but  subscribe 
subject  to  the  decision  of  judges — the  stewards — already 
publicly  appointed.  \PaTke^  B. — It  is  impossible  to  say 
they  have  any  public  duty.  The  subscribers  come  in,  volun- 
tarily agreeing  to  the  terms  that  in  case  of  dispute  it  shall 
be  referred  to  the  stewards  already  named].    There  wa% 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  648. 
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however,  evidence  in  this  case  of  assent  by  the  parties  that  *««*•  ^ '*'^» 
Lord  Charles  Fitzroy  alone  should  determine  the  dispute. 
The  defendant  and  Shaw  were  present  when  Bayley  stated 
that  it  was  to  be  referred  to  him,  and  did  not  repudiate  his 
authority ;  and  Shaw's  letter  to  Lord  Charles  shews  that 
he  adopted  it.     [Parke^  B. — Shaw*s  letter  might  be  good 
evidence  of  an  agreement  by  him  that  Lord  Charles  should 
subsequently  make  an  award.     As  to  Bayley's  statement, 
it  amounts  to  no  more  than  that  he  would  not  interfere, 
but  the  parties  must  go  to  his  principal].    Then,  secondly, 
the  plaintiff  is  at  all  events  entitled  to  recover  back  his  own 
stake.     Either  a  valid   award  has  been  made  by  Lord 
Charles  Fitzroy,  and  be  is  functus  officio,  or  the  event 
on  which  the  plaintiff's  stake  was  deposited  is  still  un- 
decided ;    and    Bate  v.  Carlwright  (a)   is   expressly   in 
point  to  shew  in  such  case  the  party  may  recover  it  back. 
If  the  question  be  not  decided  by  the  stewards,  the  conse- 
quence will  be  that  the  defendant,  the  stakeholder,  will 
keep  the  stake  altogether.    [Pari^,B. — ^No;  it  remains  in 
his  hands  to  abide  the  result,  either  of  the  decision  of  the 
arbitrators,  or  of  the  law.     If  the  arbitrators  have  lost 
the  power  of  deciding  the  dispute,  the  law  will  settle  it. 
Alderson,  B. — Wherein  does  a  legal  wager  differ  from 
any  other  legal  agreement? — and  if  so,  when  it  has  been 
performed  by  one  party,  how  can  tiie  other  rescind  it? 
In  the  case  of  an  illegal  wager  I  can  understand  the  doc-* 
trine,  because,  if  a  difference  arises,  there  is  in  such  case 
no  legal  tribunal  which  can  decide  it.     Parke,  B. — ^Even 
supposing  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover  his  own  stake,  at 
all  events  he  ought  to  have  demanded  it  back  before  the 
race  was  run].    So  long  as  it  remains  in  the  hands  of  tho 
stakeholder,  it  is  submitted  that  it  may  be  recovered  back 
without  any  notice.    It  is  like  the  case  of  an  ordinary 
arbitration,  where  the  authority  of  the  arbitrator  is,  at 

(a)  7  Price,  240. 
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Sxeh,  iffPUat,  common  kw.  revocable  at  any  time  before  award  made. 
1S37. 
"-_  ^-_^     [PariCf  B. — ^That  proceeds  on  the  principle  that  the 

Maretat     authority  of  an  arbitrator  is  a  countermandable  authority. 

BaoPBaics.    In  Eltham  t«  K%ng8man{a)i  Lord  Ellenborough  certainly 

applied  that  principle  to  the  case  of  a  stakeholder,  but  I 

very  much  doubt  its  applicability]. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
this  rule.  If  there  was  no  agreement  varying  the  written 
rules  of  the  races,  there  could  be  no  valid  arbitration  with- 
out both  the  stewards  concurring.  To  make  an  award  by 
one  binding,  there  must  be  clear  proof  that  both  the 
disputing  parties — and  probably  also  the  clerk  of  the 
course — submitted  to  his  authority ;  and  I  think  there  is 
not  such  proof.  The  conversation  on  the  race  course  by 
no  means  amounted  to  an  agreement  to  submit  to  the  sole 
decision  of  Lord  Charles  Fitzroy ;  and  the  letter  of  Shaw 
was  at  most  only  an  agreement  that  something  should  be 
thereafter  done  in  the  matter  by  him.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  cannot  rest  his  case  at  all  on  the  ground  of  the 
award.  The  next  question  is,  whether  he  is  entitled  to 
recover  back  his  own  stake.  Now  it  was  deposited  to  abide 
the  ^vent  of  the  race,  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  stew* 
ards.  If  the  stewards  have  become  incompetent  to  decide 
the  question,  it  must  be  decided  by  the  tribunal  to  which 
all  matters  of  fact  are  legally  referrible,  namely,  a  jury. 
Even  if  the  plaintiff  had  given  notice  in  due  time  that  he 
should  require  his  stake  to  be  returned,  this  being  a  legal 
horse  race,  I  have  great  doubts  whether  it  would  be  reco- 
verable ;  the  agreement  being  that  it  should  be  deposited 
to  abide  the  event,  which  agreement  cannot,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  be  varied  without  the  assent  of  all  parties.  If,  how- 
ever, the  case  rested  on  that  point,  I  should  wish  a  rule  to 
be  granted,  in  order  that  it  might  be  more  fully  considered, 

(a)  1  B.  &  Aid.  682. 
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ioaamuob  as  there  is  an  authority  to  the  contrary.  But  Etek.  of  PUaM^ 
here  there  was  no  demand  made,  and  no  rescission  of  the 
contract,  before  the  race  was  run ;  the  stake,  therefore,  re- 
mains in  the  defendant's  hands  until  it  be  determined  by 
due  course  of  law  who  is  the  winner — ^that  is,  by  the 
stewards,  if  they  are  competent  to  determine  it,  if  not,  by 
a  jury.  The  plaintiff  may  now  submit  the  case  to  the 
stewards,  if  they  are  competent  to  entertain  it ;  if  not,  he 
may  bring  an  action,  and  shew  himself  to  be  the  winner, 
by  shewing  that  Shaw*s  horse  was  thorough-bred,  and 
that  his  own  was  not. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  I  cer* 
tainly  bave  great  doubts  whether  the  analogy  suggested  in 
EUham  ▼.  Kingsman  is  a  sound  one :  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  authority  of  a  stakeholder  is  not  countermandable. 

Rule  reCused. 


How  V.  PiCKARD. 

CyASE  against  a  wharfinger  for  negligence,    ^t  the  trial  Where  the 

'^  «»•  o  ^       venue  has  been 

before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for  Lin*  reuinedinthe 
colnshire,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  entrusted  cer-  u  ^^originaiiy 
tain  goods  to  the  defendant,  with  an  injunction  that  h^  Sdn°"t o  rfvc" 
was  to  deliver  them  solely  to  the  plaintiff's  own  order,  material  evi- 
The  goods  had  been  afterwards  sold  to  a  third  party,  who  county,  it  is 
deceived  the  defendant  by  stating  that  he  had  the  permis-  ^^JCid^Aaf 
sion  of  the  pldntiff  to  receive  the  goods.    The  venue  was  \^^  plaintiff 

has  not  ffiven 

laid  in  Lincolnshire.    A  motion  had  been  made  to  change  material  evi- 
the  venue  to  Yorkshire.     It  was,  howevert  retained,  on  an  county,VnieM 
undertaking  by  the  plaintiff  to  give  material  evidence  in  ^i*,**^!,*^^^" 
Lincolnshire.    The  goods  had  been  handed  over  by  the  Nisi  Prius. 
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Sjeeh.  of  Pkatf  defendant  to  the  purchaser  at  Gainsborough,  in  the  county 
of  York.     The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict;  and 


Balguy  now  moved  to  set  this  verdict  aside,  and  enter 
a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  satis- 
fied his  undertaking  to  give  material  evidence  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln ;  he  however  intimated  that  he  had  not 
taken  the  objection  at  the  trial. 

Parke,  B. — The  objection  ought  to  have  been  taken  at 
the  trial.  If  that  had  been  so,  the  plaintiff  might  then 
have  given  material  evidence  in  Lincolnshire. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


In  ejectment, 
service  of  the 
declaration  on 
a  wrrant  of 
the  tenant  on 
the  premiiesy 
is,  of  Itoelf,  in- 
suiBdent  to 
entitle  the 
p'nintiff  even 
to  a  role  nisi 
for  Jodgment 
against  the 
casual  ejector. 


Doe  d  Lord  Dinorben  v.  Roe. 

si^AINES  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector. 
The  service  was  on  a  female  servant  of  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session, on  the  premises.  He  submitted  that  this  was  suf- 
ficient to  entitle  him  to  a  rule  nisi. 

Alderson,  B. — ^No;  the  service ^nust  be  either  on  the 
tenant  himself,  or  on  his  wife  when  living  with  him,  or  on 
some  other  party,  with  an  acknowledgement  by  the  tenant 
that  he  has  received  the  declaration  before  the  term. 


Rule  refused  (a). 


(a)  See  Doe  d.  Bead  v.  Roe,  1  M.  &  W. 


EASTER  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  375 

Exeh,  ^  PUat, 
1837. 

Edwards  v.  Brewer  and  Anotheri  Assignees  of  Carter,     *^      ^      ^ 
a  Bankrupt. 

X  HIS.  was  an  issue  directed  by  this  Court  under  the  In-  A  consignor  of 
terpleader  Act,  to  try  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  received  the  ** 
the  possession  of  certain  iron  pipes,  lying  at  a  certain  place  JJ^*^gj?l^ 
called  Grif&n's  wharf,  as  against  the  defendants,  as  as-  for  part  of  the 
signees  of  Alfred  Carter,  a  bankrupt.  At  the  trial  before  itop  them  in 
Lord  Abingerj  C..B.,  at  the  London  sittings  after  Hilary  SMS?w°tint 
Term,  the  facts  proved  were  as  follows:—  loiTency.  and 

'^  retain  potset- 

In  May  1835,  the  plaintiff,  an  iron-merchant  at  New-  sionofthem, 

port,  Monmouthshire,  contracted  to  sell  to  Carter,  the  ing  back  the 

bankrupt,  who  then  carried  on  business  as  a  wholesale  ^' q^^^  ^^„ 

ironmonger  in  London,  550  iron  pipes,  to  be  delivered  in  consigned  to 

^  r  r     »  j^^  deliverable 

the  river  Thames,  at  7^  5«.  per  ton;  payment  by  acceptance  in  the  port  of 
in  six  months.     Of  these,  331  pipes,  weighing  37  tons  ^^^^^^ 
8  cwt.  14  lbs.,  were  delivered  in  July  following,  and  Carter  J*'*^"'  ^^* 
accepted  a  bill  for  their  value.     In  September,  the  plain-  they  were 
tiff  shipped  the  remaining  S19  pipes,  weighing  28  tons,  off^tfie  wharf 
8  cwt,    on  board  the  ship  Brunswick,   Captain    Yeo,  Jip7]5|j'i,5^,*„ 
master.    They  arrived  in  the  port  of  London  on  the  the  habit  of 
29th  of  that  month.    Carter  having  agreed  to  shorten  the  captaincaiied 
period  of  credit  for  this  latter  shipment,  the  plaintiff  ac-  ofbudness^and 
cordingly  drew  a  bill  on  him  for  the  value  at  four  months,  *?\®'A***Li 
which  Carter  accepted,  and  transmitted  to  the  plaintiff,  from  home. 
The  captain  called  on  the  day  the  vessel  arrived  at  Car-  h^mtosenda 
ter's  office,  at  Wenlock  Basin,  City  Road,  and  saw  his  JJ^^^^^r  he 
clerk,  one  Wyatt,  who  told  him  Carter  was  from  home.  ••>»"><*  ^  "»*«' 

the  neoenity  of 

The  captain  pressed  him  to  send  a  craft  for  the  pipes,  and  landing  them, 
said  that  if  he  did  not,  he  should  be  under  the  necessity  g,  wrote*u>  the' 
of  landing  them  at  the  wharf  he  traded  to,  viz.  Griffin's  ^2*)^' "^^Jf"* 
wharf,  off  which  the  vessel  was  then  lying.    Wyatt  said  from  home,  but 

he,  B.,  thought 
he  had  better 
land  the  goods  on  A.'i  account.  They  were  accordingly  landed  at  the  wharf,  and  entered  in  the 
wharfinger's  book,  with  "  freight  and  charges"  set  opposite  to  them,  and  not  in  the  name  of  any 
party  as  consignee.  While  they  were  lying  there,  A.  became  insolvent,  and  they  wen  stopped  by 
the  consignor: — Held,  that  the  transitus  was  not  determined. 
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B*ch.rf  PkoM,  he  would  send  a  note  to  the  wharf-office,  and  the  captain 
accordingly  gave  instructions  to  the  wharfinger's  clerk,  to 
open  any  note  that  might  come,  and  to  follow  the  intnic- 
tions  given  in  it  On  the  8nd  October  Wyatt  sent  to  the 
wharf  the  following  note,  addressed  to  the  captain : — 

**  Sir — Mr.  Carter  is  absent  from  home ;  but  I  think  yoa 
had  better  land  the  pipes  at  Griffin's  wharf  on  his  ac- 
count, — I  am.  Sir,  for  A.  Carter,  your  obedient  servant, 

"  Wenlock  Basin,  Oct.  2d.  1835.  C.  Wyatt. 

"  Capt.  Yeo,  of  the  Brunswick,  Griffin's  wharf." 

The  pipes  were  accordingly  landed  at  Griffiii's  wharf  on 
the  4<th,  and  were  entered  in  the  wharfinger's  book,  by  the 
captain's  direction,  with  "  freight  and  charges  "  set  oppo- 
site to  them ;  but  kiot  in  the  name  <^  any  party  as  con- 
signee; the  meaning  of  that  entry  being,  according  to 
the  evidence  of  the  wharfinger's  clerk,  that  the  wharf- 
ingers were  to  receive  the  freight  and  charges,  for  the 
captain,  before  delivering  the  goods.  Carter  was  at 
this  time  in  embarrassed  circumstances ;  and  on  the  8th 
October  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  him.  On 
the  same  day  the  wharfingers  received  a  notice  from  the 
plaintiff  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu.  Wyatt  stated  in 
his  examination,  that  at  the  time  he  wrote  the  above 
note,  he  knew  Carter  to  be  in  difficulties;  that  he  had 
no  communication  with  him  on  the  subject,  but  did  it 
in  the  exercise  of  his  own  discretion.  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  stated  it  as  his  opinion  that^  on  this  evidence,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict ;  that  the  landing  of  the 
goods  appeared  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the 
captain,  and  not  with  an  intent  on  the  part  of  Carter  or 
his  agent  to  take  the  goods,  and  that  the  tranSitus  was 
not  determined :  but  he  gave  leave  to  the  defecidants  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  a  contrary  opinion :  and  a  verdict  having  been  found 
for  the  plaintiff. 
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SirF.  Pdhd  now  moved,  pursuant  to  the  leave  re-  Eiteh.jf^PUo$, 
served. — The  question  raised  by  this  issue  is  precisely  the 
same  as  would  have  arisen  in  an  action  of  trover  brought 
by  the  plaintiff;  and  the  evidence  raises  two  points  in  fa- 
vour of  ^e  defendants.  First,  the  plaintiff,  having  received 
the  bankrupt's  acceptance  for  the  goods,  has  no  right  to 
retake  them  on  his  becoming  insolventi  without  tendering 
back  the  bill.  His  omission  to  do  so  does  noc  indeed  pre- 
clude him  from  stopping  the  goods  in  transitu,  but  he  is  not 
entitled  to  the  absolute  possession  of  them  without  deliver- 
ing up  the  bill,  and  therefore  is  not  entitled  to  succeed  on 
this  issue.  In  Hodgson  v.  Loy(a),  where  it  was  held  that 
part  payment  did  not  defeat  the  right  of  stoppage  in  tran- 
situ, the  money  paid  had  been  tendered  back  by  the  con- 
signor to  the  assignees  of  the  consignee ;  and  the  postea 
was  delivered  to  the  former  only  on  his  agreeing  to  pay  the 
money.  [Parke,  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether  it  is  a  fio»-  ^ncl*^^^ 
sidezatioii  precedent  to  the  consignee's  right  to  repossess 
the  goods,  that  the  bill  should  be  tendered.  Have  you 
ever  seen  a  case  in  which  such  a  question  was  raised  ? — it 
is  certainly  new  to  me].  The  course  adopted  in  Hodgson 
V.  Loy  shews  that  it  is  not  new  in  practice.  The  right  of 
stoppage  in  transitu  was  originally  a  mere  equitable  claim — 
an  excrescence  engrafted  by  the  courts  of  equity  upon  the 
legal  rights  of  the  parties.  [Pinkie,  B. — It  is  now  recog- 
nised as  a  legal  possessory  right.  The  effect  is  the  same 
as  if  the  consignor  had  not  delivered  them  on  board  the 
ship.  Then  if  so,  he  has  a  right  to  retain  them  till  payment 
of  the  whole  price.  Notwithstanding  part  payment,  he  has 
a  lien  on  the  whole  of  the  goods  for  the  rest  of  the  price. 
Feixe  v.  Wray  (6)]. 

Secondly,  the  transitus  was  at  an  end  in  this  case. 
Wherever  a  consignee  accepts  the  goods,  though  not 
at  his  own  place  of  business,  and  not  at  the  place  to 
which   he  means   that  they   should  ultimately  go,   the 

(a)  7  T.  R.  440.  *  (6)  3  East,  93. 
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^*^\^./^^'  transitus  is  determined.  Here  the  goods  were  deliver- 
able generally  in  the  port  of  London ;  no  general  course  of 
dealing  was  shewn  to  have  existed  between  the  parties^  as 
to  the  place  or  mode  of  delivery ;  the  question  is  to  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  the  par- 
ticular case.  Now  it  is  clear  that  the  goods  were  landed 
in  pursuance  of  Wyatt*s  note,  which  expressed  that  they 
were  to  be  landed  on  account  of  the  consignee ;  and  al- 
though the  captain  stated  that  they  were  landed  on  ac- 
count of  the  freight  and  charges,  that  could  not  be  so, 
because  under  the  contract  they  were  to  be  deliyered  at 
a  certain  price  per  ton,  and  therefore  there  could  be  no 
demand  against  the  consignee  for  freight  or  charges. 
That  claim  must  have  been  set  up  at  the  instaneci  not  of 
the  ship-owner,  but  of  the  plaintiff*,  in  order  to  get  some 
hold  upon  the  goods. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  thought  the  note  from  Carter's 
clerk  was  not  a  peremptory  order,  but  only  an  expression 
of  opinion ;  and  that  GrifSn*s  Wharf  was  only  a  place  of 
deposit  in  transitu,  and  not  a  place  of  reception.  The 
captain  did  not  choose  to  land  the  goods  on  the  consignee's 
account,  but  directed  freight  to  be  placed  against  them. 

Parke,  B.— I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be 
no  rule  in  this  case.  The  assignees  have  no  title  to  these 
goods  until  they  have  got  into  the  hands  or  possession  of 
the  consignee.  They  were  landed  at  Griffin's  wharf,  where 
he  had  not  usually  had  bis  goods  landed ;  had  he  then 
talcen  possession  of  them?  The  consignee  is  away,  and 
his  clerk  says — ^*  You  had  better  land  the  goods  at  Grif- 
fin's wharf  on  my  master's  account."  It  is  the  same  as  if 
the  clerk  had  not  acted  at  all.  Then,  how  does  the  captain 
act?  He  lands  them,  not  in  the  consignee's  name  at  all, 
but  in  blank,  with  freight  and  charges  set  against  them. 
Then  the  other  point  is  as  to  the  bill.     It  is  settled  by  the 
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case  of  Feize  v.  Wray,  that  by  an  acceptance  of  bills  the  ^^\^^^^* 

•        •  I  rr»i-  loo/. 

vendor's  right  to  stop  in  transitu  is  not  taken  away.  The 
acceptance  would  not  diminish  his  right  to  retain  posses- 
sion until  the  whole  price  was  paid.  Whether  the  effect  of 
the  stoppage  in  transitu  be  to  rescind  the  contract,  or 
merely  to  revest  a  lien,  does  not  seem  to  be  quite  settled ; 
Clay  V.  Harrison  (a)... 

BoLLAND  and  GKjrkey,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused, 
(a)  10  B.  &  Cr.  99. 


JoNBS  V.  Howe. 

V.  HE  plaintiff  having  given  notice  of  trial  before  the  The  plaintiff 
sheriff,  and  not  having  proceeded  to  trial  pursuant  to  that  d'fauu.'^e, 
notice,  on  the  10th  of  April  gave  a  fresh  notice  of  trial  ontijeioth 

'  r       o  April,  afreih 

for  the  18th.    On  the  14th,  the  defendant  gave  the  plain-  notice  of  trial 
tiff  notice  that  he  should  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  nffonUieisui. 
a  nonsuit,  and  on  the  15th  moved  for  and  obtained  such  S"  ^jjjfcndiuit 
rule.     On  the  18th,  the  cause  was  tried  as  an  undefended  ga^e  notice  of 

,    ,         t   .     •/»!.     -■  1.  a  motion  for 

cause,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict«  judgment  aa  in 

case  of  a  non- 
sait,  and  on  the 

Hoggins  now  (April  SSnd)  shewed  cause  against  the  i^th  obtained 

rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  contended  ingiy,  on  the 

that,  the  cause  having  been  actually  tried,  the  defendant  i^**t?ed  m"!I^ 

could  not  have  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  undefended  one, 

and  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  ver- 

Addison,  contr^ — The  defendant  was  in  a  situation  to  court  aet  aside 
move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  for  the  first  de-  *>»t  verdict  op 

^  ,  payment  of 

fault,  when  this  rule  was  applied  for.     It  is  clear  that  the  cos^ts,  and  dis- 
charged the 
rule  forjudge* 

ment  aa  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  with  costs,  on  a  peremptory  undertaking,  giving  the  defendant  the 

costs  of  the  day  on  the  first  default 
Quare,  whether,  since  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  2  Will.  4,  s.  68,  one  day's  notice  of  motion  for 

Judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  can  operate  as  a  suy  of  proceedings  in  this  Court  t 

VOL.  II.  C  C  M.  W. 
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&«^  y jP<Mfi  fresh  notice  of  trial  having  been  given  did  not  preclude  him 
from  so  doing ;  Bainbridge  v.  Purvis  (a)j  Smedleyr.  Ckru- 
iie{b).  [Parifce,  B.— How  can  you  make  your  rule  for  judg- 
ment absolute,  when  the  plaintiff  has  a  verdict?  Your  notice 
of  motion,  not  being  a  two  days'  notice,  was  no  stay  of 
proceedings  in  this  Court.]  That  might  be  an  objection 
to  setting  aside  the  verdict,  but  not  to  the  defendant's 
making  this  rule  absolute.  [AktersoUf  B. — What  would 
be  the  entry  on  the  record?  There  would  be  on  the  one 
side  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  other  judgment  for 
the  defendant]  It  is  doubtful  whether,  under  the  rule  of 
H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  68,  which  applies  to  all  the  Courts,  and 
renders  notice  of  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  unnecessary  altogether,  unless  where  it  is  intended 
to  operate  as  a  stay  of  proceedings,  any  notice  is  not  by 
implication  made  sufficient  for  that  purpose. 

Parke,  B. — If  that  be  so,  you  should  have  applied  to 
amend  your  rule,  which  was  not  drawn  up  with  a  stay  of 
proceedings.  The  defendant  may  set  aside  the  verdict  on 
payment  of  costs,  and  this  rule  will  be  discharged  with 
costs,  on  a  peremptory  undertaking;  and  it  may  be  incor- 
porated in  the  rule  that  the  defendant  shall  have  the 
costs  of  the  day  on  the  former  default. 

Rule  accordingly, 
(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  444.  {h)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  162. 


PrITCHARD  9.  M^GlLL. 

It  It  not  meef-    DEBT  for  horse-meat,  stabling  of  horses,  &c.,  goods  sold 
toratitie  m  d«-    and  delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated.    Plea,  nunquam 

fendint  to  entor 

m  raggetdon  for  eoiti  under  the  Middleiez  Conrt  of  RequesU  Act,  28  Geo.S,  c.  83,  s.  19,  tlut  tiie 

jMiiiy  shonld  luiTo  been  resident  within  the  Jarisdiction. 

The  aherifr  or  other  oiBcer,  who  tries  a  cause  under  a  writ  of  trial,  has  no  power  to  certify,  under 
Uw  28  Oea  2,  e.  83,  s.  19,  that  the  freehold  or  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was  in  question.  If  Uiat  be 
the  ease,  it  shoidd  be  shewn  for  cause  when  the  application  is  made  to  try  before  the  sheiifl;  when 
It  may  bt  faapoicd  as  a  term  that  he  should  have  power  to  certify. 
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indebitatus.    At  the  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Mid-  Extk.^i€a», 
dlesez,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  \L  1&9.     Thomas    ^  - 

obtained  a  rule  to  sbeit  cause  why  a  suggestion  should  not    Psitcbabd 
be  entered  on  the  record,  under  the  Middlesex  Court  of      m^Gill. 
Requests'  Act,  S8  Q^o.  2,  c  83,  s.  19,  in  order  to  entitle 
the  defendant  to  costs,  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  de- 
fendant resided  in  'the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  within  the  county. 

Ogle  shewed  cause,  and  urged,  first,  that  the  affidavit 
was  insufficient,  as  not  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  also  re- 
sided within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court— The^ 
first  section  of  the  statute  empowers  the  Court  to  examine 
the  parties,  as  well  plaintiffs  as  defendants,  viv&  voce  on 
oath;  and  sect.  5  authorises  the  coudty  clerk,  in  case 
either  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  shall  neglect  to  perform 
such  orders  as  the  Court  shall  from  time  to  time  pronounce, 
by  warrant  to  commit  such  plaintiff  or  defendant  to  the 
county  gaol  for  any  period  not  exceeding  three  months, 
or  until  performance.  In  order  to  give  any  effect  to  these 
enactments,  the  plaintiff,  as  well  as  the  defendant,  must  be 
resident  within  the  jurisdiction.  The  only  reason  why  the 
defendant  must  reside  within  the  county  is,  that  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  Court  to  have  a  power  of  enforcing  its  orders 
against  him ;  and  the  same  reason  applies  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  power  of  examining  him  is  otherwise  a  perfect  nullity. 
[AUersan,  B. — ^Is  it  not  presumed  that  the  plaintiff  is  in 
court,  when  he  has  entered  his  plaint?  The  defendant 
must  be  brought  there.]  The  plaintiff  does  not  appear  by 
himself,  but  by  bis  attorn^,  and  he  is  not  liable  to  execu- 
tion. The  law  requiring  the  defendant  to  Reside  within 
the  jurisdiction  b  but  of  recent  origin,  having  been  first 
estabUshed  in  TtM^.  Woodward  (a).    [Alderson,  B.— 

(a)  6  T.  R.  175.  See,  however,  Wekh  t.  Troyte,  2  H.BL  29;  and 
2I]iit.229;  Dslt.  Sher.  412. 

cc2 
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JBxch.^  Pleat,  The  defendant  must  reside  within  the  county,  because  the 
jurisdiction,  as  to  him,  is  in  invitum ;  that  is  not  so  as  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  himself  comes  to  the  Court.  We  are 
continually  exercising  a  jurisdiction  on  behalf  of  plaintiffs 
resident  abroad;  but  we  have  no  jurisdiction  ov^r  defend- 
ants who  are  abroad.]  Erery  other  Court  of  Requests 
Act,  from  the  period  when  this  statute  passed  until  the 
39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  civ.,  contains  a  provision  that  the«phiiii- 
tiff  shall  be  resident  within  the  jurisdiction.  iParke,  B. — 
That  is  rather  against  you,  as  this  act  does  not  so  provide.] 
It  was  unnecessary  to  do  so  in  this  case,  because  the 
Court  has  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  old  county  court. 

A  second  objection  is,  that  the  affidavit  ought  to  have 
stated  that  the  freehold  or  title  to  the  plaintiff's  land,  or 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  did  not  come  in  question,  otherwise 
the  case  may  be  within  the  exception  in  seciion49.  [Alder^ 
soTif  B. — ^There  is  no  certificate  that  it  did.]  The  under- 
sheriff  is  not  ei  judge  who  has  power  to  grant  one.  [Parke, 
Biv — If  this  is  a  case  of  that  description,  that  should  have 
been  shewn  for  cause  before  the  Judge,  when  the  applica- 
tion was  made  to  try  before  the  sheriff;  then  it  might  have 
been  imposed  as  a  term  that  he  should  have  the  power  lo 
certify  like  any  other  judge.] 

Humfrej/f  amicus  curiae,  mentioned  a  case  of  Wills  v, 
Langridgei  in  the  Bail  Court,  in  which  LiUledale^  J.,  had 
so  decided  (a). 

Thomas^  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Parke,  B. — ^As  to  the  first  point,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  succeed  upon  it.  I  find 
no  trace  of  authority  for  the  position,  that  the  plaintiff 

(a)  And  see  /ernes  v.  Bama,  antCj  313. 
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must  reside  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court ;  Btek.  rfnat^ 
the  authorities  only  shew  that  tRe  defendant  must  reside 
there,  and  that  he  must  be  suable  for  the  debt  in  the  county 
court  Therefore,  at  common  law,  this  was  an  action  which 
coidd  be  tri^d  in  the  county  court.  Then  the  act  of  Par- 
liament only  gives  the  Court  certain  powers,  which  it  did 
not  possess  at  common  law,  of  examining  the  parties 
themselves,  &c«,  if  they  can  be  brought  before  the  Court ; 
and  although  this  is  to  be  enforced  by  a  process  whi<^h 
perhaps  cannot  be  exercised  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  that  does  not  make  it  essential  that  the  plaintiff 
should  reside  within  the  j  urisdic tion.  This  view  is  strongly 
confirmed  by  the  19th  section,  which  deprives  the  plaintiff 
of  cost9  in  actions  brought  in  the  superior  courts,  where 
the  defendant  resides  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  is 
liable  to  be  summoned  to  the  county  court,  but  says  nothing 
about  the  necessity  of  the  plaintiff 's  residing  in  the  county. 
As  to  the  other  point,  it  is  disposed  of  by  the  case  of 
Wills  V.  Lafigridge. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  think  it  is  impossible  to  read  the  19th 
section  without  seeing  that  the  proper  construction  of  the 
act  is  that  which  has  been  stated  by  my  brother  Parie. 

BoLLAND  and  Gurney,  Bs.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Heale  v.  Erle. 

rr  .  H.  WATSON  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  Where  final 
judgment  signed  in  this  cause,  so  far  as  related  to  the  i"g|^*i|[vii. 
costs,  and  to  enter  a  suggestion  on  the  record,  in  order  to  ?^^  ***•  **•" 
tak  the  defendant  his  costs,  under  the  Bath  Court  of  Re-  apply  to  the 
quests  Act,  45  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixvii. ;  the  defendant  paying  the  foUowing  term 

for  a  Bttgges- 
tion,  under  a  Court  of  Requests  Act,  to  entitle  him  to  cot ts,  on  condition  of  paying  the  plaintliTt 
costs  accrued  since  the  judgment  was  signed. 
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AceA.  rf  Pkat,  plaintiff  his  costs  incurred  since  the  judgment  was  signed. 
'*  It  appeared  that  the  wtit  of  summons  issued  on  the  17th 
January :  the  defendant  not  appearing*  the  pkintiff  en- 
tered an  appearance  for  him  pursuant  to  the  statute,  and 
signed  final  judgment,  on  which  the  costs  were  taxed  on  the 
S5th  February^  and  execution  issued.  The  action  was  for 
goods  sold;  the  contract  was  made  in  London,  but  the 
defendant  was  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bath 
Court  of  Requests.  On  the  2d  March  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney was  served  with  a  summons  to  shew  cause  why  a  sug- 
gestbn  should  not  be  entered  under  the  abore  act;  that 
summons  was  heard  on  the  8d,  and  dismissed.  On  the 
first  day  of  this  term,  the  present  rule  was  applied  for, 
and  Band  v.  Bailey  (d),  and  Godson  v.  Lloyd  (6),  were 
cited. 

Crowder  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that,  after  final 
judgment  signed,  the  motion  was  too  late.  [Parke,  B. — 
The  question  is,  whether,  the  judgment  having  been  signed 
in  vacation,  the  defendant  could  move  sooner.]  He  might 
have  applied  to  a  judge  to  stay  proceedings,  and  then  all 
further  expense  would  have  been  avoided.  The  plaintiff 
could  not  be  expected  to  know  that  the  defendant  was 
resident  within  the  inferior  jurisdiction^  and  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  local  act. 

Watson. — The  plaintiff  is  not  prejudiced,  inasmuch  as 
the  rule  was  obtained  on  the  condition  of  paying  his  costs 
since  the  judgment.  The  statute  enables  the  Court  only 
to  grant  this  application. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C  B. — I  think  the  qualification  annexed 
to  the  rule  removes  the  difficulty.  The  rule  will  therefore 
be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  426;  3  Dowl.  P.  G.  809.       (i)  4  Dowl.  P.  G.  157. 
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fece*  0/  Pka»t 
1837. 

Ess  r.  Truscott.  ^^ 

ASSUMPSIT  on  an  Rgreetnent  for  the  sale  of  certain  In  an  action  on 
furniture  and  fixtures  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  ^^bTMieor 
according  to  a  valuation  to  be  made  by  one  J.  Crook.  The  {JJlJjjj  ^  bT" 
declaration  alleged  that  a  valuation  was  made  by  him,  ac-  nad«  by  A.» 
cording  to  the  agreement.    The  defendant  pleaded  first,  whctberaTaioa* 


non  assumpsit,  and  secondly,  that  no  valuation  was  made  by  byAl^^Itap- 
Crook;  and  issues  were  joined  thereon.    The  cause  was  pMredUiattha 
tried  by  writ  of  trial  in  the  Palace  Court,  when  it  appeared  fiwt  valued  by 
that  the  valuation  was  in  fact  made  by  one  Atkinson,  the  ^seid^^t ' 
derk  of  Crook,  who  was  a  broker.    The  defendant  saw  At-  ^«  ^•^f??"*. 


kinson  valuing,  and  made  no  objection  until  Atkinson  told  by  it,  i 
him  the  amount  of  his  valuation.    For  the  defendant,  it  was  Uiat  It  waa 
objected  that  he  was  not  bound  by  the  contract,  unless  STSitoiS 
the  valuation,  which  was  a  work  of  skill,  nt^as  made  person-  ^•'*  nlus^on 

'  r  abonld  be  taken 

ally  by  Crook,  the  party  agreed  on.    The  learned  Judge  aa  A«*a;  and 

reserved  the  point,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  tfaa^dcfei^?^ 

aadng  B.  valu- 
ing^ and  making 
Gaselee  having  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  to  en-  no  oMectkm 

nntu  0«  tffM 

ter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  second  issue,  idmthaammuit, 

wai  not  evi- 
dence of  radi 

Humfrey  shewed  cause. — ^The  evidence  shews  that  the 
defendant  agreed  to  take  the  valuation  of  Atkinson,  in 
substitution  for  that  of  Crook.  [Parke,  B.^^That  is  not 
enough  to  support  this  issue ;  you  must  shew  that  it  was 
agreed  between  the  parties  that  Atkmson's  valuation 
should  be  taken  as  Crook^s.  If  it  was  agreed  to  substitute 
Atkinson  for  Crook  as  the  valuer,  the  plaintiff  should  have 
declared  on  that  substituted  agreement]  If  the  defendant 
assented  to  Atkinson's  making  the  valuation.  Crook  did^ 
as  against  the  defendant,  value  through  the  agency  of  At- 
kinson. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.-^An  employment  of  skill  and 
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Exeh.  ofPiefu,  discretion,  such  as  this,  cannot  be  deputed  to  another. 
Atkinson  should,  at  all  events,  have  submitted  his  valua- 
tion to  Crook's  judgment.    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Parke,  B. — I  find  no  proof  that  the  defendant  directed 
Atkinson  to  value. 

Rule  absolute. 


Where  a  new 
trial  is  rooTed 
for,  in  a  case 
tried  before  the 
sheriff,  &c  on  a 
writ  of  trial,  on 
an  affidavit 
verifying  the 
sherifTs  notes, 
affidavits  are 
admissible  on 
the  other  side, 
of  evidence 
given  at  the 
trial,  which 
does  not  appear 
on  the  notes. 


LiLjLEY  0.  Johnson. 

xN  this  case,  which  was  tried  before  the  under-sheriff  of 
Yorkshire,  Coidngham,  moving  on  an  affidavit  verifying 
acopy  of  the  under-sheriff's  notes,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against 
the  evidence. 

G.  T.  While  now  appeared  to  shew  cause,  on  affidavits 
containing  statements  of  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  which 
did  not  appear  on  the  under-sheriff's  notes :  and  Cotiing' 
ham  admitted,  that  if  such  affidavits  were  receivable,  he 
could  not  sustain  his  rule. 


The  Court  held  the  affidavits  admissible,  and  the  rule 
was  accordingly 

Discharged. 


Watson  v.  Dore. 

mTETERSDORFF  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  for 
setting  aside  the  judgment  signed  in  this  cause  for  irregu- 
larity, as  having  been  signed  before  any  appearance  entered. 
The  defendant  not  having  entered  an  appearance  in  due 
novi'^™whic]r  ^^^^t  the  plaintiff,  on  the  2d  March,  signed  judgment 

be  authorises 

the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  appear  for  him  if  necessary,  and  the  attomeyi  on  the  day  after  Judgment 

signed,  enters  an  appearance  nunc  pro  tunc. 


Judgment 
signed  before 
an  appearance 
entered  is  irre- 
gular, although 
the  defendant 
has  given  a  cog- 
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On  the  Srd  an  appearance  was  entered  by  the  plaintiflTs  &tek.  rf  PUat, 
attorney  for  the  defendanti  nunc  pro  tunc.    The  defend-  ^ 

ant  had  given  a  cognovit^   in  which  he  authorized  the      Watson 
plaintiff's  attorney  to  appear  for  him,  if  necessary.  Doas. 

Petersdarff  urged  that  the  irregularity  was  waived  by 
the  subsequent  entering  of  the  appearance.  In  DavU 
v.  Hughes  (a),  where  a  judgment  was  irregularly  signed 
without  filing  common  bail  for  the  defendant  in  due 
time,  the  defendant  was  held  to  be  estopped  from  object- 
ing to  the  irregularity,  having  given  a  cognovit,  and  the 
plaintiff  having,  before  the  objection  was  made,  filed  com- 
mon bail  nunc  pro  tunc.  [Parke^  B. — ^There  was  then  a 
relation  to  the  first  day  of  the  term.]  It  is  stated  here 
that  the  appearance  was  entered  nunc  pro  tunc ;  it  must 
therefore  be  taken  to  be  entered  of  the  Sd  March.  \Parkef 
B. — ^The  consequence  of  the  rule  that  judgments  shall 
have  no  relation,  is  that  there  is  no  relation  as  to  appear- 
ances. It  could  not  be  so  entered  without  a  judge's 
order.]  Then  the  defendant  having  by  the  cognovit 
authorized  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  appear  for  him,  he 
cannot  object  to  the  act  of  his  own  agent,  so  as  to  neutra- 
lize the  judgment  which  he  has  himself  authorized. 

Paeke,  B. — ^The  plaintiff's  attorney  ought  not  to  have 
signed  judgment  until  an  appearance  was  entered  by  some- 
body. The  irregularity  is  in  signing  judgment  before  ap- 
pearance. 

Per  Curiam f 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs ;  no  action  to  be  brought. 

(a)  7  T.  K  206. 
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JBstfA.  rf  Phot, 
1837. 


If  the  sheriff 
levies  and  sells 
goods  of  a  de- 
fendant under 
a  fieri  facias, 
and,  after  notice 
that  the  defen- 
dant has  pe- 
tioned  the  In- 
soWent  Debt- 
ors* Court, 
returns  fieri 
fed,  he  is  bound 
by  that  return, 
and  must  pay 
over  the  money 
to  the  plaintifiT, 
although  the 
defendant  is 
afterwards  dis- 
charged under 
the  Insolvent 
Act. 


Field  r.  Smith. 

JlmANCE  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  sheriff  of 
Shropshire  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  over  to 
the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  14/.  7s.,  which  he  had  levied  under 
a  fi.  fa.  issued  against  the  defendant  in  this  cause*  The 
fi.  fa.  was  sued  out  on  the  18th  January ;  the  levy  was 
made  on  the  27th;  on  the  31st  February  the  sheriff  was 
ruled  to  return  the  writ;  on  the  Ist  March  he  returned 
fieri  feci.  It  appeared  also  that  on  the  28th  November 
preceding  the  defendant  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court  for  his  discharge  under  the  act,  and  made  the  usual 
assignment  of  his  effects  to  the  provisional  assignee  of 
the  Court;  on  the  4th  February  he  gave  the  sheriff 
notice  that  he  had  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court,  and 
on  the  8(h  April  he  was  discharged  under  the  Insdvent 
Act. 


W.  H.  Watson  shewed  cause.-^When  the  sheriff  made 
his  return,  the  defendant  had  only  a  dtfeasiUe  title  to  the 
goods,  which  was  defeated  by  bis  discharge  under  the  In- 
solvent  Act.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  sheriff's  return 
is  not  to*  be  taken  as  conclusive  against  him.  In  Brydgesv. 
fValford  (a),  where  the  sheriff  returned  to  a  fi.  fa*  against 
a  defendant  that  he  had  levied,  it  was  held,  in  an  action 
against  the  sheriff  for  not  paying  over  the  money,  that, 
notwithstanding  his  return,  he  might  be  admitted  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  became  bankrupt  before  the  judgment, 
and  the  plaintiff  knew  his  insolvency  at  the  time  of  aclion 
brought :  and  Bayley,  J.,  says,  ''  The  sheriff  says  they 
are  the  goods  of  Collier  at  the  time  when  he  made  bis 
return.  Now  Collier  had  a  defeasible  title  at  that  time, 
which  has  since  been  defeated.^'    [Parke,  B. — That  is  a 


(a)  6  M.  &  Sel.  42. 
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different  case  from  the  present,  beoause  here  the  sheriff  ExcH.  qf  Pitn^ 
could  hare  ascertained,  by  application  to  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court,  that  the  defendant  had  assigned  to  the 
provisional  assignee.]  That  assignment  is  subject  to  a 
condition,  in  case  the  party  shall  be  discharged  undei^  the 
act.  [Parkef  B. — It  is  good  whUe  it  lasts,  until  defeated 
by  the  Court's  refusing  the  discharge.  The  return  was  a 
right  return  when  it  was  made.]  It  may  be  said  the  sheriff 
ought  to  have  come  to  the  Court  for  relief  under  the  Inter-^ 
pleader  Act :  no  doubt  he  might,  but  he  was  not  bound 
to  do  so.  {^ParkCf  B. — ^You  are  now  applying  for  the 
equitable  interference  of  the  Court ;  it  may  therefore  rea- 
sonably be  objected  to  you  that  you  ought  to  hare  applied 
for  relief  earlier,  under  the  Interpleader  Act.]  The  ar- 
gument on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  is,  that  he  is  legally  en- 
titled to '  retain  the  money  as  against  the  plaintiff.  It  is 
clear  that  it  now  belongs  to  the  assignee. 

HaneCt  contra. — The  sheriff  is  concluded  by  his  return* 
Having  received  notice  from  the  defendant  that  he  had 
petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court,  he  might  have  returned 
nulla  bona,  or  applied  to  the  Court  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
making  his  return  until  he  could  obtain  an  indemnity ;  but 
having  taken  upon  himself  to  return  fieri  feci,  the  plain- 
tiff might  the  next  day  have  brought  an  action  against 
him  on  that  retm*n,  because  he  admits  by  it  that  he  has 
money  of  the  plaintiff's  in  his  hands,  which  he  has  not 
paid  over. 

Parke,  B. — If  the  sheriff  had  used  due  diligence,  he 
might  have  discovered  that  the  defendant  had  no  goods  at 
all.  Having  notice  that  the  party  was  going  to  take  the 
benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  he  might  have  searched,  and 
vould  have  found  that  the  defendant  had  made  the  as- 
signment to  the  provisional  assignee,  and  therefore  had 
ceased  to  have  any  property  in  the  goods.    It  was  his 
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-S'**-^^**"*  own  laches  that  be^did  not  obtain  such  information ;  and 
the  case  is  therefore  distinguishable  from  Brydges  v.  ^o/- 
ford,  in  which,  if  the  sheriff  had  used  due  diligence^  he 
could  not  have  made  any  other  return.  He  has  consequently 
concluded  himself  by  his  return,  and  must  pay  over  the 
money :  he  had  an  opportunity  of  relieving  himself  from 
responsibility,  and  not  having  done  so,  he  is  bound. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  absolute,  with  coats. 


Where  t  plain* 
tiff  avallfl  liim- 
•elf  of  tlie  terma 
of  short  notice 
of  trial,  he  haa 
no  power  of 
coontermand; 
and  therefore, 
if  he  doeB  not 
proceed  to  trial, 
be  muat  pay 
coats  up  to  the 
time  of  the 
countermand. 


DONCASTBR  0.  CaRDWSLL. 

Addison  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  It  was  agreed  that  the 
rule  should  be  discharged  on  a  peremptory  undertaking, 
and  the  only  question  wis,  whether  the  rule  should  provide 
for  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  day.  It  appeared  from 
the  affidavits,  that  on  the  17th  March,  notice  of  trial  was 
given  for  the  Liverpool  Assizes,  the  commission  day  be- 
ing  the  S5th ;  that  notice  was  countermanded  on  the  ^Ist. 
Addison  contended,  that  inasmuch  as  the  defendant  (as 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  case)  was  under  terms  to  accept 
short  notice  of  trial,  six  days'  notice  of  countermand 
was  not  necessary.  The  rule  of  H.  T.  2  W.  4,  s.  61, 
which  provided  that,  in  country  causes,  six  days'  notice 
of  countermand  should  be  given,  unkss  short  notice  of 
trial  had  been  given,  implied  that  where  short  notice  of  trial 
was  given,  a  shorter  notice  of  countermand  was  sufficient* 
\Alderson,  B. — It  may  also  imply  that  there  can  be  none 
at  all  in  such  case.] 


Parke,  B.-^The  Master  informs  us  that  that  is  the 
practice ;  that  if  the  plaintiff  avails  himself  of  the  terms  of 
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short  notice  of  trial,  he  has  no  power  of  countermand ;  Ssth.  of  Phai, 
and  therefore  he  must  pay  coats  up  to  the  time  of  the 
countermand. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Platt  r.  Hall. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsiti  to  which  where  «  ver* 
the  defendant  pleaded,  first, non  assumpsit;  and  secondly,  fortfaepi^Dtifl; 
a  set-off.  so«cctto«     ' 

renBreBce  of  the 

The  cause  stood  for  trial  at  the  Liverpool  Summer  As»  came  and  ail 
siz^s,  1836,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  fereoM,^ 
for  2000/.,  subject  to  be  reduced  or  vacated,  and  a  nonsuit  •'»»««»torhaTing 

•  power  to  vacate 

or  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant^  according  to  the  ^  ▼cnUet  or 

reduce  the  da* 

awiird  of  a  barrister,  to  whom  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  maset,  and  he 
difference  were  referred.  Se*ipidbdff ' 

The  arbitrator  awarded  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  T"  •«>?*'«**• 

demand  or  the 

demand  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  90L  in  respect  of  the.  defendant  004 
causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  that  the*  ihe'^oiM  of 
defendant  was  entitled  to  set  off  the  sum  of  S5/L  in  respect  ^^^^^ 
of  the  matters  mentioned  in  the  second  plea  and  in  the  ^^  entided  to 

amt  off  S£L  in 

notice  of  set-off;  that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  reipect  of  Ua 
set  off  any  sum  for  commission ;  and  that  the  defendant  men^oned^ 
should  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff  certain  securities  men-  **>«  pie*  wd 

notice  of  tet-ofl^ 

tiQned  in  the  award.  and  that  the 

defendant 
should  deliver 

Crompton  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  "^^^^ 
postea  should  not  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  plaintiff:-^ 
to  him  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  sum  of  552.,  pursuant  to  the  the  award 
award  of  the  arbitrator.    The  rule  was  drawn  up  "on  J^^^J^t^, 
reading  the  affidavit  of  J.  C.  (the  arbitrator's  clerk),  and  the  amount  for 

.  .        «  1  tt     mi         n»t»  -^    J   which  the  ver- 

paper  tortttng  thereunto  annexed.      The  affidavit  venned  diet  was  to  he 

entered. 
A  rule  for  delivering  the  postea  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  might  enter  the  verdict  pumiant  to  th« 
award  of  an  arbitrator,  may  be  drawn  up  on  reading  the  affidavit  "  and  the  paper  wriihig  thereunto 
aoQezed/'  provided  the  affidavit  verify  the  paper  writing  aa  being  a  copy  of  the  awardi 
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Exehi  of  Pleats  the  ''  paper  writing"  as  being  a  copy  of  the  award  made  in 

^     the  cause. 

WiUmore  shewed  causci  and  objected  in  the  first  place 
that  the  rule  was  not  in  the  proper  form,  but  that  it  ought 
to  have  been  drawn  up  on  reading  the  afSdavit,  and  the 
copy  of  the  award  thereunto  annexed;  and  cited  Sherry 
y.  Oke  (a),  as  an  authority  that  the  nature  of  the  docu- 
ment annexed  must  be  specified  in  the  rule.  IParie,  B. — 
That  case  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear 
by  affidavit  that  the  paper  writing  annexed  was  in  fact  a 
copy  of  the  award ;  here  it  does  (6).] 

Then  the  award  is  not  certain  or  final  The  arbitrator 
has  neither  vacated  the  verdict  nor  reduced  the  damages, 
and  has  not  in  terms  ascertained  any  sum  as  being  due 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plainti^.  He  ought  to  have 
expressly  determined  for  what  amount  the  verdict  was  to 
stand.  Besides,  he  only  states  that  the  pUtntiff  had  a 
ground  of  action  for  90/.,  not  that  on  the  whole  he  is  en- 
titled to  receive  that  sum.  It  is  consistent  with  the  earlier 
part  of  the  award,  that  after  the  securities  have  been  de* 
livered  up,  the  plaintiff  may  be  the  debtor  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

Parke,  B. — ^The  arbitrator  has  settled  all  the  pecuniary 
demands  at  once,  by  saying  that  the  plaintiff  has  due  to 
him  90/.,  and  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  set  off  35/. ; 
all  that  remains  is  to  deduct  the  one  sum  from  the  other. 
The  award  is  quite  sufficient. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  3  DowL  P.  C;  1  Harr.  &  (6)  See  Hi^tDord  v.  PhiUipt, 
WoU.  119.  1  Nev.  &  Per.  293. 
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Mxeh,  of  Pleoi, 
1837. 

RyLAND  V.  WORMALD. 

xJhANDLESS  shewed  cause  against  a  rule  which  had  Since  Rule  vm 
heen  obtained  for  setting  aside  the  judgment  signed  in  this  2  Wiu.  4,  the 
cause,  for  irregularity.    The  declaration  was  delivered  on  ^bich*pieM  S^ 
the  8th  March;  on  the  18th,  (the  12th  being  Sunday),  a  jbttement  must 

1       •        I  1   1.  *       rwii  •  i_        ■•  delivered, 

plea  in  abatement  was  delivered.    The  question  was,  whe-  are  to  be  com- 
ther  this  was  in  time.     Chandless  contended,  that  notwith-  |['{'^^|y  ^^\^^ 
standing  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  (viii.),  pleas  in  abate-  ^^^^  '^f^ 
ment  continued  subject  to  the  old  practice,  and  must  be  Uit  day. 
delivered  within  four  days,  inclusive  of  both  the  first  and 
last.    The  invariable  practice  had  in  fact  been,  since  the 
new  rule,  to  plead  them  within  that  time,  and  it  was  so  laid 
down  in  the  last  edition  of  Archbold's  Practice  (a).    The 
rule  was  framed  in  order  to  assimilate  the  cases  in  which  the 
days  were  reckoned  exclusive  and  inclusive,  and  those  in 
which  they  were  reckoned  clear  days,  and  did  not  contem- 
plate the  present  case.    [Parke,  B. — It  uses  words  which, 
according  to  their  grammatical  meaning,  comprise  this 
case.]    There  are  many  cases  in  which  unqualified  words 
have  been  held  not  to  include  cases  standing  on  a  peculiar 
ground.    Thus,  in  Simson  v.  Moss  (6),  the  general  words 
of  the  Hawkers  and  Pedlars  Act  were  held  not  to  make 
the  licence  available  in  a  borough  where,  by  a  by-law  made 
pursuant  to  charter  and  custom,  strangers  were  not  per- 
mitted to  trade.    It  has  always  been  laid  down  that  pleas 
in  abatement  are  not  to  be  favoured ;  Long  t.  Miller  (e), 
Jennings  t.  Webb  (c/).    The  object  of  the  rules  was  rather 
to  make  the  practice  of  the  several  courts  uniform,  than  to 
introduce  alterations. 

Parke,  B. — Whether  the  case  of  pleas  in  abatement 


(fl)  3rd  edition,  p.  470.  (e)  2  Stra.  1192. 

W2B.&Ald.643.  (rf)  IT.R.277. 
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Exeh.^^Pi€ai,  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  framers  of  the  rule  or  not, 

1  do  not  know;  but  they  have  used  words  which,  by  their 
grammatical  construction,  include  them:  that  construction 
leads  to  no  absurdity,  but  the  contrary ;  and  when  that  is 
the  case,  the  best  rule  is  to  construe  the  words  according 
to  their  grammatical  import. 

Alderson,  B. — Such  a  mode  of  construction  has  a  great 
tendency  to  simplify  the  practice ;  whereas  encouraging 
exceptions  to  a  general  rule  has  a  tendency  to  create  doubt 
and  litigation.  The  object  of  the  first  class  of  rules  of  H.  T. 

2  Will. 4,  was  to  make  the  practice  uniform;  then  others 
were  introduced  to  alter  the  practice,  and  this  is  one  of 
them. 

CatoUng,  in  support  of  the  rule,  applied  that  the  rule 
might  be  absolute  with  costs,  inasmuch  as  the  question  of 
the  construction  of  the  rule  was  not  a  new  one,  and  referred 
to  Pepperill  v.  Burr  ell  (a).     But 

Per  Curiam. — ^Tbe  rule  has  not  yet  been  applied  to 
pleas  in  abatement ;  this  rule  will  therefore  be  absolute 
without  costs ;  but  in  future,  in  this  and  all  other  cases  of 
supposed  exception  to  the  rule,  the  irregularity  will  be 
visited  with  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  372;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  674. 
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JBxcA.  of  Pleat, 
1837. 

B0LTON9  Assignee  of  Thorooood^  an  Insolvent  Debtori 
V.  Sherman. 

JL  ROVER  for  ten  sets  of  coach  harness,  &e.|  ten  horsesj  Trover  by  the 
&C,  Ac,  of  the  insolrent.     Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  ie-  t^^Ivemtfor 
eondly,  that  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee,  was  not  lawfully  J^*°  "*t^„^Jonei 
possessed  of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  cattle  in  the  decla-  &c.  Tbedefen- 
ration  menlioned,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  as  of  the  pro*  that  tibe  plain- 
per  goodd  aiid  chattels  of  th*  plaintiff  as  sucli  assignee,  S^"ot"u|f?„^^ 
in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  thirdly,  as  to  the  conversion  of  p<»wssed  of  the 
the  horses  and  coach  harness  in  the  declaration  ttientioned,  his  own  pio- 
that  before  the  said  WilNaM  Thorogood  petitioned  for  his  ^r^'^cUhlT 
discharge  from  imprisonment,  to  wit,  on  thed9th  No^em-  JhS^beforeA 
ber,  I8S61  the  ^fendanl  sold  and  delivered  to  the  sai<l  inioivent  peti- 
W.  Thorogeod  dWers  horses  and  certsnn  coach  harness,  dischar^^,  the 
being  the  same  coach  harness  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  f  *d  dlnVc^d* 
for  the  sum  of  150/.,  on  certain  terms  then  agreed  upoh  to  him  divers 
between  theitf;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  defendant  shbuld  dcm,  being  the 
and  might  at  any  time,  until  the  said  price  of  the  said  J^^oned^ 
horses  sffiid  coach  harness  sfafotild  be  fully  paid  and  satis-  the  declaration, 

^  '^  for  150/.,  on  the 

'•  tenuB  that  the 

defendant  might 
at  snjr  tittle,  until  payment  of  the  price,  take  and  retain  the  horses  and  harness  as  a  pledge  and 
tecttnty  for  such  part  of  the  price  as  should  remain  unpaid,  until  payment  thereof;  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  allegeid  conversion,  222.,  part  of  such  price,  remained  due;  and  that  after  the  plaintiff 
became  possessed  as  assignee,  the  defeSdaut  took  the  said  horses  and  harness  into  his  possession  as 
such  pledge  and  security,  fta,  which  is  the  conversion  in  the  declaration  mentioned.  To  ibis  plea 
the  plaintiff  new  assigned,  that  the  action  was  brought,  not  for  the  supposed  conversion  in  the  plea 
mentioned,  but  for  ^e  conversion  of  ten  sets  of  harness,  ten  horses,  &c.,  other  than  and  different 
to  those  hi  the  plea  mentioned^  &c.;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty: — Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled,  under  the  new  assignment,  to  give  in  evidence  a  donversion  by  the  defendant 
of  ^  horses,  two  of  which  were,  and  three  w^re  not,  the  spbject  o$  the  agreemept  stated  in  the  plea. 

The  defendant,  the  proprietor  of  a  stage-coach,  deKv^ed  to  A.,  who  horsed  the  coach  one  stage, 
five  horses,  to  be  used  upon  the  coach.  Three  of^em'  died,  and  A.  bought  three  others  in  their 
place.  After  using  these  five  for  some  months,  A.  became  insolvent,  and  went  to  prison,  and  was 
subsequently  disbharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act.  On  the  day  he  went  to  prison,  he  sent  an  order, 
under  which  the  five  horses  were  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  give  them  up  to  the 
***igtt«e.  The  five  were  worth  100/.,  and  any  two  of  them  were  worth  801.  In  trover  by  the  assig- 
nee for  the  three  horses  which  A.  had  bought,  the  defendant  set  up,  in  one  plea,  an  agreement 
under  which  he  claimed  to  retain  the  five  horses  delivered  by  him  to  A.  ak  a  security  for  their  price, 
*ll^ng  that  22iL  of  the  price  was  still  unpaid:— £r«M,  in  trover  by  the  assignee,  that  as  to  the 
three  horses  bought  by  A.,  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  he  transferred  the  property  in  them 
to  the  defendant. 

HcU,  also,  that  even  if  the  property  was  transferred,  there  was  sufficient  primS  ikde  evidence 
thst  the  transfer  was  voluntary,  within  the  7  Geo.  4,  c  57,  s.  32. 

▼01*.  II.  DD  M.W. 
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^^\^f^^*  fied,  have,  take,  and  retain  the  said  horses  and  coach 
v....,^^JL./  haraess  into  his  possession,  as  a  pledge  and  security  for 
Bolton  the  payment  of  the  said  price  thereof,  or  such  part  thereof 
sberman.  as  should  remain  unpaid,  and  keep  and  retain  the  same  as 
such  pledge  and  security,  until  the  said  price,  or  such  part 
thereof  as  aforesaid,  should  be  fully  paid  or  satisfied :  and 
that  the  said  price  had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  conversion 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  been  paid  or  satisfied ;  but 
that  a  large  part  thereof,  to  wit,  92L  11«.  3c(.,  remained 
and  still  remains  due  and  unsatisfied:  and  that  after  the 
plaintiff,  as  such  assignee  as  aforesaid,  became  possessed 
of  the  said  horses  and  coach  harness  as  aforesaid,  as  of 
his  own  proper  goods,  chattels,  and  cattle  as  in  the  decia* 
ration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  May,  1836,  the  de- 
fendant took,  had,  and  received  the  said  horses  and  coach 
harness  into  his  possession,  as  such  pledge  and  security 
for  the  payment  of  the  said  price  so  then  remaining  due 
and  unpaid  as  aforesaid,  and  kept  and  detuned  the  same 
as  such  pledge  and  security  as  aforesaid  from  thence  until 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  as  he  lawfully  might  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  terms  and  agreement  on  which 
the  said  horses  and  coach  harness  were  sold  by  him  as 
aforesaid,  which  is  the  conversion  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, &c. 

Replication  and  new  assignment  to  the  last  plea,  that 
the  plaintiff  issued  his  writ  and  declared  thereupon,  not 
for  the  supposed  conversion  in  the  introductory  part  of 
the  last  plea  mentioned,  but  for  that  the  defendant,  on  the 
10th  August,  1835,  converted  and  disposed  to  his  own 
use  divers  goods,  chattels,  and  cattle  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff, as  such  assignee  as  aforesaid,  was  lawfully  possessed 
as  his  own  proper  goods,  chattels,  and  cattle  as  such 
assignee,  different  to  and  other  than  the  horses  and  har- 
ness in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  to 
wit,  ten  sets  of  coach  harness,  &c.,  ten  horses,  &c»  of  the 
value  aforesaid,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  and  which  grier- 
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ances  above  newly  assigned  are  other  and  different  griey-  Bxeh,  of  PUat, 
ances  than  the  said  grievances  in  the  last  plea  mentioned, 
&c.     Plea  to  the  new  assignment,  not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B,,  at  the  Middle- 
sex sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  the  facts  appeared  to 
be  as  follows: — 

The  insolvent,  Thorogood,  who  was  a  coachman  em- 
ployed on  the  Phoenix  Dover  Coach,  of  which  the  defend* 
ant  was  the  proprietor,  undertook,  in  November,  1835,  to 
horse  the  coach  for  the  stage  from  Broughton  to  Canter- 
bury. Five  horses  and  a  set  of  coach  harness  were  at  that 
time  taken  by  one  Simpkins,  a  person  in  the  defendant's 
employ,  by  the  direction  of  the  defendant's  foreman,  from 
the  Horse  Repository  in  Goswell-street  Road  to  Canter- 
bury, and  ran  in  the  coach  through  the  above  stage.  Three 
of  them  died,  and  were  replaced  by  others  which  were 
purchased  by  Thorogood.  In  May,  1835,  Thorogood  be- 
came  embarrassed,  and  on  the  27th  of  that  month  he  went 
to  prison  with  the  intention  of  taking  the  benefit  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Act :  he  subsequently  petitioned  the 
Court  for  his  discharge  under  the  act,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  appointed  his  assignee.  On  the  S7th  or  S8th  May, 
Simpkins  went  to  Broughton,  by  the  direction  of  the  de- 
fendant's foreman,  with  a  note  signed  by  Thorogood,  and 
addressed  to  the  man  who  had  the  care  of  the  horses  for 
him,  requiring  him  to  deliver  them  up  to  the  defendant. 
The  five  horses,  (consisting  of  the  three  purchased  by 
Thorogood,  and  the  remaining  two  of  the  original  five), 
and  the  harness,  were  accordingly  delivered  to  Simpkins, 
and  were  taken  possession  of  by  the  defendant.  These  five 
were  worth  100/.,  and  any  two  of  them  were  worth  302.  A 
demand  and  refusal  of  the  horses  before  action  brought  was 
proved.  On  this  evidence,  it  was  objected  for  the  defend- 
ant, first,  that  the  form  of  the  new  assignment  precluded 
the  plaintiff  from  recovering,  unless  he  proved  the  conver- 
sion of  more  than  the  five  horses  and  the  harness  which 

DI>2 
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Sxeh.  of  Phm9,  were  the  subject  of  the  agreement  stated  in  the  third  plea ; 
and  secondly^  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
horses  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  as  assignee^  having  beea 
re^^eliyered  to  the  defendant  while  Thorogood  retsdned 
the  property  in  them.  The  learned  judge  expressed  his 
opinion  that  the  third  plea  could,  at  all  events,  apply  only 
to  the  two  horses  which  remained  of  those  that  originally 
came  from  the  defendant  to  the  insolvent ;  but  he  reserved 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsint,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff,  under  these 
pleadings,  was  not  entitled  to  recover  die  other  three 
horses :  and  he  stated  to  the  jury  that  the  question  for 
their  consideration  was,  whether  the  transfer  of  the  hovses 
by  Thorogood  to  the  defendant  was  made  voluntarily,  and 
with  the  intention  of  taking  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act; 
that  less  evidence  was  requisite  to  prove  vofasitariness  in 
the  case  of  an  insolvent  than  of  a  bankrupt,  and  that  he 
thought  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  fur- 
ther evidence  on  that  point  than  he  had  given^  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  60/.,  the  value  of  the 
three  horses. 

In  Hilary  Term,  Bampas^  Serjt.,  moved  pursuant  to  the 
leave  reserved. — The  first  question  is,  whether^  under  the 
circumstances  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  disdosed  in  evi- 
dence, the  plaintiff  could  new  assign  the  taking  of  other 
horses,  there  having  been  only  one  takmg  and  one  conver- 
sion. It  is  contended  that  he  cannot,  but  is  concluded  by 
the  justification.  If  he  had  taken  isssue  on  the  plea,  he 
might  have  shewn  that  the  matter  pleaded  as  a  justification 
did  not  extend  to  cover  all  the  five  horses.  The  defendant 
must  then  have  proved  that  he  had  a  lien  on  aH  of  them. 
As  in  the  ease  where  a  licence  has  been  pleaded,  which  b 
traversed  by  the  replication ;  it  has  been  held  that  the  de- 
fendant is  bound  to  prove  a  licence  as  to  all  the  trespasses 
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proted.  .  Barnes  y,  Huni  (a).   The  principle  of  the  case  of  Ej^rf^tHu, 
Oakley  y*  Davies  (A)  applies  to  the  present.    There,  in  - 

trespass  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonmenti  the  defend*  Bolton 
ant  justified  the  assault  and  imprisomnent  under  a  writ  sued  Shbruak. 
out  by  him  as  attorney  for  J.  M •»  against  the  plaintiffi  in- 
dorsed for  bail  for  lOOAi  which  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff, 
who  by  virtue  thereof  arrested  and  detained  the  plaintiff; 
and  it  was  held,  that  if  the  plaintiff,  (instead  of  traversing 
the  plea,  as  he  ought  to  do  if  the  arrest  were  irregularly 
made  by  the  officer,  without  a  sufficient  warrant  from  the 
sheriff),  new  assigned  that  the  trespass  wad  upon  another 
and  different  occasion  than  tl^t  stated  ia  the  plea,  and  qfler 
the  supposed  arrest  therein  mentioned;  the  defendant,  on 
proof  of  the  facts  94  before  stated,  was  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict. {Parke t  B.— The  plaintiff  was  bound  on  that  new  as- 
signment to  prove  an  arrest  on  a  different  occasion  from  the 
one  justified.  Under  this  new  assignment  the  plaintiflf  has 
only  to  ,prove  that  there  were  horftes  taken  which  were  not 
subject  to  a  lien].  If  the  defetidant  justifies  the  taking  of 
the  horses  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  the  plsintiff,  by 
not  traversing  that  defence,  admits  it,  and  the  defendant 
does  not  bring  witnesses  to  prove  it ;  whereas^  if  the  plead- 
ings had  not  admitted  it,  the  defendant  might  have  proved 
the  whole.  If,  as  in  Barnes  v.  Huni^  the  plaintiff  had 
traversed  the  justification  pleaded,  the  defendant  would 
have  been  bornid  to  shew  a  justification  under  a  lien  as  to 
all  the  horses  proved  to  have  been  taken.  The  form  of  the 
plea  here  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  Oakley  v.  Dames. 
Suppose  the  defendant  had  justified  the  taking  of  ten 
horses ;  then  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  proved  under  the 
new  assignment  the  taking  of  a  greater  number  of  horses, 
or,  at  all  events,  of  one  more  horse  than  ten,  to  entitle  him- 
self to  a  verdict.  Where  one  assault  only  is  alleged  in  a  de- 

(a)  11  East,  450.  (fr)  16  East,  82. 
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s»^  rf^^^*  clBratioDi  and  the  defendant  justifies  that  assault,  and  tbe 
plaintiff  new  assigns  another  and  a  different  assault,  be  must 
'  prove  two  assaults  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  recoTer. 
in  1  Wms/s  Saunders,  S99,  it  is  said  **  the  plaintiff  cannot 
new  assign  unless  there  have  been  two  assaults  &c»  at 
least  committed  upon  him ;  for  the  new  assignment  is  an 
acknowledgment  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  has 
justified  one  assault."  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^You  say 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  give  evidence  under  the  new 
assignment  of  the  taking  of  the  five  horses  which  were 
the  subject  of  the  agreement  set  up  in  the  plea — that  the 
taking  of  them  must  be  taken  to  be  justified].  The  plain- 
tiff cannot  give  evidence  of  the  conversion  of  those  five 
horses,  the  taking  of  which  he  has  admitted  to  be  justified. 
>If  the  plaintiff  had  declared  for  ten  horses  sold  and  deli- 
vered to  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  had  pleaded 
payment,  and  the  plaintiff  had  new  assigned,. and  had  only 
proved  that  he  had  sold  the  defendant  ten  horses,  the  de- 
fendant would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  [Lord  Abittger^ 
C.  £. — ^You  say  he  ought  to  prove  one  more  than  ten. 
Why  should  he  be  confined  to  proving  more  than  ten  any 
•more  than  three  7]  It  is  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  ten 
assaults,  which  were  admitted  to  be  justified  on  the  re- 
cord ;  the  plaintiff  must  prove  eleven  to  entitle  himself  to 
recover.  If  he  had  taken  issue  on  the  plea,  the  case 
would  have  been  different.  IParie,  B. — Suppose  there 
had  been  a  replication  de  injuria ;  under  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  proved  the  taking  of  horses  not  justified  under 
•  the  lien ;  may  he  not  also  shew  the  same  under  thia  new 
assignment  ?  Suppose,  in  Barnes  v.  HuiUj  the  plaintiff 
had  new  assigned  instead  of  replying  de  injuria;  might  he 
•not  have  shewn  trespasses  committed  which  were  not  co- 
vered by  the  licence  ?]  The  plaintiff  in  effect  admits  that  all 
that  is  covered  by  the  plea  is  justified — there  was  only  one 
act  of  conversion,  and  that  he  admits  to  be  justified,  and 
says,  by  his  new  assignment,  "  I  go  for  another  conversion, 
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not  for  the  consrersion  in  the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  ^*^  rf  i*teu» 
mentioned.'*  ». 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi  on  the  second  objection 
taken  at  the  triaU  yiZm  that  the  re-delivery  of  the  horses  to 
the  defendant  prevented  the  property  from  vesting  in  the 
assignee ;  but  on  the  point  argued  above,  they  took  time 
to  consider  whether  they  would  grant  a  .rule ;  and  on  a 
subsequent  day,  the  rule  was  refused  on  that  point  In 
the  present  term, 

Kelly i  Godson,  and  Lee,  shewed  cause. — The  questions 
are,  first,  whether  there  is  any  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
property  in  the  three  horses  was  transferred  from  the  in- 
solvent to  the  defendant ;  and  secondly,  if  there  is,  whe- 
ther they  were  not  so  delivered  as  that  it  was  a  voluntary 
transfer,  and  fraudulent  within  the  meaning  of  the  7  Geo. 
4,  c.  57,  a.  33.  Now,  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  bargain 
or  transaction  between  the  insolvent  and  the  defendant, 
under  which  the  defendant  could  set  up  any  right  to  a 
transfer  of  any  of  the  horses,  or  at  all  events  of  these 
three*  which  are  none  of  those  originally  delivered  to  the 
insolvent,  but  had  been  subsequently  purchased  by  him  of 
other  persons.  But  even  assuming  that  there  was  some 
evidence  that  the  horses  were  delivered  as  a  pledge  or 
security  for  an  existing  debt,  there  was  clearly  a  prim& 
facie  case  of  voluntariness  to  go  to  the  jury,  which  called 
on  the  defendant  to  shew  some  circumstances  to  rebut  it. 
It  is  admitted  that  the  onus  of  proof  is  on  the  assignee, 
according  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Doe  v.  GiUett{a) ; 
but  he  cannot  directly  prove  a  negative — that  the  transac- 
tion was  not  voluntary — but  can  only  adduce  such  circum- 
stances  as  make  out  a  primA  facie  case  of  voluntariness. 
Here  the  transfer  was  at  the  precise  period  of  the  insolvent's 
going  to  prison,  and  was  a  transfer  of  property  of  much 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  597- 
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Batch.  0/  Pka$,  greater  value  than  the  amount  of  the  debt  alleged  by  the 
defendant  himself  to  be  due  to  him ;  and  there  was  no  evir 
dence  of  any  demand  by  the  creditor,  or  of  any  commu- 
nication whatever  between  him  and  the  insolvent. 

Bampas,  Serjt.,  and  Peacock,  contri. — There  was  sufll- 
cient  prim&  facie  evidence  that  the  insolvent  was  indebted 
to  the  defendant.  The  delivery  to  him  of  the  five  horses 
of  itself  raised  an  inference  of  a  debt  for  their  value.  The 
case  was  opened  for  the  plaintiff^  at  Nisi  Prius  on  the 
ground  that  the  transfer  was  voluntary,  and  it  was  assumed 
throughout  that  it  was  such  a  transfer  as  passed  the  pro- 
perty. If  so,  the  plaintiff^  never  was  possessed  of  the 
horses  as  of  his  own  property  as  assignee.  The  second 
plea  puts  in  issue,  not  only  whether  they  were  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff  as  assignee,  but  also  whether  he  had  such 
a  property  in  them  as  would  draw  to  him  a  lawful  right  to 
the  immediate  possession.  If,  therefore,  they  had  been 
transferred  to  the  defendant  by  way  of  a  lien  or  security 
for  a  bon&  fide  debt,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  ver^ 
diet  on  the  second  issue.  Secondly,  there  was  no  evidence 
of  voluntariness  in  the  transaction.  The  onus  is  clearly 
on  the  assignees  to  make  out  that  it  was  voluntary ;  prim& 
facie,  a  party  has  a  right  to  dispose  of  his  efiects  as  he 
thinks  fit.  But  the  jury  might  naturally  infer,  from  the 
language  of  the  learned  Judge,  that  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  shew  pressure,  or  something  else  which  would 
preclude  the  presumption  of  voluntariness  arising :  and 
the  same  facts  might  lead  them  to  different  conclusions,  ac- 
cording to  the  statement  on  whom  the  onus  of  proof  was. 
Here  there  was  no  evidence  under  what  circumstances  the 
order  was  transmitted  to  the  defendant;  whether  in  con- 
sequence of  pressure  from  him,  or  otherwise.  There  might 
be  cases  in  which  it  would  be  impossible  to  prove  the  vo- 
luntariness of  the  transaction  by  direct  evidence,  but  this 
is  not  one  of  them ;  the  plaintiff  might  have  explained  it 
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by  oaBing  the  defendant's  foreman^  out  of  whoie  hands  iBn^  rf  ^Um^ 
the  order  of  the  insolvent  came.  • 


Lord  ABiNGKBt  C.  B. — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged ;  aqd  I  cannot  avoid  remarking  that  the  whole 
controversy  in  this  case  appears  to  have  arisen  from  what 
was  certainly  never  intended  to  produce  such  a  conse- 
quence, vizci  the  new  forms  of  pleading.    If  this  ease  had 
been  tried  under  the  old  system,  on  the  general  issue  only, 
it  would  have  taken  some  such  course  as  this : — ^The  plain- 
tiff brings  his  action  of  trover  for  five  horses :  the  defen- 
dant contends  that  he  has  a  lien  upon  them  as  a  security 
for  a  debt,  which  is  admitted  between  the  parties  to  amount 
to  the  sum  of  222.  and  a  fraction  only*  To  this  the  plaintiff 
would  answer,  that  two  of  the  horses  might  be  given  for 
fuch  security t  but  that  the  other  three  certainly  could  not, 
and  therefore  those  are  the  three  he  goes  for ;  and  the  case 
would  proye  that.    But  the  new  forms  of  pleadmgs  create 
the  difficulty :  you  cannot  take  advanti^e  of  an  admission  in 
one  plea  to  assist  another :  if  however  the  parties,  in  the 
course  of  the  cause,  take  a  particular  fact  for  granted  that 
goes  to  support  one  issue,  that  fact  may  be  taken  for  granted 
for  all  purposes*  and  as  to  the  whole  case  (a).    Now  here 
the  plaintiff  says,  '^  I  am  not  going  for  any  of  the  horses 
which  are  the  subject  of  the  alleged  agreement,  but  for 
three  different  horses.'*    Then  the  question  is,  on  the  first 
and  second  pleas,  whether  there  b  any  evidence  of  a  de- 
livery of  those  three  horses  by  way  of  pledge  for  a  debt, 
or  by  way  of  lien.    Now,  there  is  no  suggestion  of  any 
lien  except  as  to  the  original  five  horses,  nor  of  any  debt 
except  that  stated  on  the  record,  and  admitted  between 
the  parties,  viz.  22/. ;  and  my  opinion  is,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  at  all  from  which  the  jury  could  have  been  di- 
rected to  infer  any  intention  on  the  part  of  tbe  insolvent 
to  change  the  property  in  the  three  horses  in  question.   If 

(a)  See  Siracy  r.  mikt,  1  M.  &  W.  168. 


BOLTOV 
SBBBMAir^ 
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Eseh.  of  Pleat,  any  debt  to  a  larger: amount  Chan  their  value  had  been 
..  ''  ^  proved,  the  question  would  arise  whether  the  transfer  was 
Bolton  intended  to  satisfy  that  debt,  and  if  to,  whether  there  was 
Sberm AH.  sufficient  evidence  that  it  was  a  voluntary  transfer.  But 
there  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  transaction  except 
that  referred  to  in  the  third  plea;  and  it  is  plain,  although 
the  insolvent  might  have  meant  to  send  the  two  horses  to 
the  defendant  under  the  original  contract^-they  being 
abundantly  sufficient  to  satisfy  any  pledge  which  could  be 
demanded  under  that  contract — ^he  could  not  send  the 
other  three*  with  the  same  intention :  I  think  the  legitimate 
inference  from  the  evidence  is,  that  as  to  three  he  did 
not  intend  any  change  of  property  at  all ;  and  on  that 
ground,  therefore,  there  ought  to  be  no  new  trial.  But 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  as  to  the  other  point,  that  this 
case  is  absolutely  denuded  of  all  evidence  to  shew  the 
voluntariness  of  the  transaction,  as  to  the  three  horses. 
Under  what  pretence  could  the  defendant  ask  the  insolvent 
to  send  him  five  horses,  as  a  security  on  a  contract  under 
which  a  sum  was  due  which  was  less  than  the  value  of  two 
of  > them?  No  doubt,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  assignee  to 
give  evidence  of  the  voluntariness ;  but  I  think  he  did, 
in  the  present,  case,' give  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury. 
This  is  the  case  of  a  delivery  of  three  horses  by  a  man 
just  gone  to  prison,  andintending  to  petition  die  Insolvent 
Debtors*  Court  for  his  discharge;  he  could  not  suppose 
that  but  for  such  delivery  the  creditor  was  in  any  danger; 
it  did  not  appear  that  there  was  any  demand  on  him;  and 
these  three  were  horses  whieb  the  defendant  had  clearly  no 
right  to  demand.  I  think  all  these  circumstances  did  make 
out  a  sufficient  ptimk  facie  case  that  the  transaction  was  a 
voluntary  one* 

Paekb,  64-"!  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged ;  although  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  I  have  had  some  doubts  whether,  on  the  first 


EABTSR  TERM,  7  WILt.  IT.  -405 

ground  stated  by  my  Lordi  if  the  case  bad  depended  upon  MuL  ^  Pktu, 
.that,  there  ought  not  to  have  been  a  new  trial;  I  am  not 
quite  satisfied  that  there  was  not  some  little  evidence  of  a 
transfer  1^.  the  insolvent  to  the  defendant,  either  out  and 
^outy  or  by  way  of  lien,  which,  if  it  were  so,  would  have  dis- 
posed of  the  case,  on  one  or  other  of  the  two  first  pleas,  in 
favour  of  the  defendant.    The  case,  however,  went  to  the 
jury  on  a  diflferent  ground ;  viz.,  whether,  assuming  this  to 
have  been  a  transfer  of  the  property  in  the  three  horses 
by  the  insolvent  to  the  defendant,  it>  was  or  was  not  a  9o- 
luiiiarjf  transfer*    I  find  nothing  to  induce  me.  to  believe 
that  the  summing  up  of  the  learned  Judge  was  not  correct. 
He  did  not  say  that  the  onus  of  proof  was  not  on  the 
plaintifi^,  but  that  no  more  evidence  was  necessary  to  be 
given  than 'he  had  given:  and  in  that  I  concur  with  him. 
There  is  not  now  any  question  on  the  law ;  it  is  admitted 
that  the  assignee  is  bound,  in  order  to  recover,  to  bring  him- 
self within  the SSnd  section  of  the  Insolvent  Act;  other- 
wise, a»  the  horses  were  delivered  before  his  title  accrued, 
he  can  have  no  chiim  to  the  possession  of  them :  and  it  is 
equally  clear  that  the  burthen  of  pre<tf  is  upon  hito.    The 
only  questicin  is,-  whether  there  wafir  prima  ftfeie  evidence 
that  the  transfer'  was  voluntary.     The  assignee  might 
certainly  have  gii*ei|>  more  evidence;    he    might   have 
called  the  defendant's  foreman  to  shew  the  circumstances 
under-  which  the  order  came  to  his  hands ;  but  i  tbitak 
he  was  not  bound  to  do  so;   he  proved  cireuMstances 
sufficient  to  induce  the  jary  to  infer  that  the  transfer  ori- 
ginated ill  the  act  of  the  insolvent,  and  was  not  induced 
by  pressnre  or  demand  of  the  creditor.    The  transfer 
fnua  have  been  for  Ae  purpose  of  satisfying  SSJL  only, 
which  was  admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  the  whole  cum  due 
to  the  defendant;  then,  would  five  horses  worth  100/.  be 
transferred  to  oitufy  so  small  a  debt,  and  is  it  not  most  im- 
probable that  the  creditor  would  ask  for  so  large  a  transfer 
lo  satisfy  so  small  an  amount  ?     It  is  made,  too,  on  the 
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^EicA.  rfPUoit  rery  day  of  the  insolvent's  going  to  prison^  when  no  ad- 
vantage  could  possibly  accrue  to  him  by  the  transfer. 
These  circumstances  were  sufficient  to  constitute  a  prima 
facie  case  of  voluntariness  on  the  part  of  the  asngnee. 
That  the  burthen  of  proof  is  upon  him  I  have  not  the  least 
doubt,  but  the  learned  Judge  did  not  lay  it  down  otherwise ; 
and  I  find  no  fault  with  his  observation  that  less  cogent 
proof  was  necessary  than  in  a  case  of  bankruptcy ;  because, 
the  transfer  being  made  at  the  period  of  the  commencement 
of  the  imprisonment,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  party 
should  have  made  it  with  the  view  and  intention  of  taking 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act,  but  only  that  it  should 
be  shewn  to  be  voluntary. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  The  only 
evidence  of  the  transfer  is  the  delivery^  by  the  insolvent's 
order,  of  five  horses  to  the  defendant.  The  question  is, 
does  it  raise  any  reasonable  presumption  that  it  was  a 
transfer  of  the  property,  or  such  as  to  give  the  defendant 
a  lien  on  the  five  horses.  Now,  referring  to  the  other 
circumstances  in  the  case,  we  find  that  the  residue  of  the 
debt  was  only  22/.,  tha,t  the  five  horses  were  worth  lOOL 
and  any  two  of  them  worth  80A,  and  th|it  two  of  the  five 
only  were  any  of  the  same  horses  as  wftf^e  originally  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  the  insolvent.  Frcmi  these  facts  I 
should  infer,  that  if  any  horses  were  to  be  re-delivered  in 
pursuance  of  the  original  bargain,  it  might  be  reascmable 
that  the  two  remaining  of  the  original  five  only  would  be  de- 
livered, and  that  the  dehvery  of  the  other  three  would  have 
no  reference  to  such  bargain,  they  being  three  with  which 
the  defendant  had  nothing  whatever  to  do.  There  seems, 
therefore,  to  be  no  reasonable  evidence  of  any  transfer  of 
property  as  to  the  three,  but  rather  that  they  were  deli- 
vered to  be  held  for  the  use  of  the  insolvent  till  he  came 
out  of  prison  again,  or  on  some  such  understanding. 
Then,  as  to  the  second  point,  I  think  there  was  abun- 
dant evidence  on  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  con- 
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elude,  that  the  transfer  was  Tolimtary  as  regarded  the  ^^\^J^^^f 
three  horses. 

GuRiifiYy  B.9  concurredL 

Rule  discharged. 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Estate  and  Effects  of  Moses  Robin- 
son, deceased. 

The  ATTOKNEY^QENERAL  moved  to  make  a 


WheD,  on  a 


rule  absolute  calling  upon  the  representatives  of  Moses  "^^^^^^ 

Robinson  to  account,  and  that  it  might  form  part  of  the  ^  accoant  for 

and  pay  over 

rale,  that  if  upon  the  delivery  of  the  account  of  tiie  intes-  legacy  duties, 

tate's  property  there  should  be  found  tor  be  any  duties  dt!^,^^°a^^ar 

pajaUe  to  his  Majesty,  I.  A.,  &  S.,  his  wife  (which  said  ^^^^  "^^ 

S.  was  the  administratrix  of  the  intestate V,  should  nay  the  therefore  made 

--^  ...  *  •,  absolute,  the 

costs  of  the  Ctown  m  this  matter,  sueh  costs  to  be  taxed  court  ordered 

in  the  usual  manner.— Before  the  passing  ef  the  4S  Geo.  3,  ^^^y!^^ 

c.  99,  8.  S.  there  were  two  modes  for  the  recovery  1^  the  >t  >>^o"i<i  ^o™ 

^  «   ,     •  1  .  ,  •       /.I.  m  part  of  the  rule, 

€tqwa  of  duties  on  legacies;  the  one  by  nlingan  infomuu  that  if,  upon 

tiem  in  this  Court  in  the  name  of  the  Attorney-Genevalfor  ^^  t^^x^^ 

the  legacy  duties,  the  other  by  filing  an  informadon  ni  ^^^^""^ 

equity  for  the  amount    By  that  statute  a  mnnmaty  mode  be  any  duties 

of  proceeding  was  given.    It  wlis  Aereby  enacted,  that  M^est^bat 

in  every  case  ib  which  any  executor  or  adminiiitratot  ^^^^^^""^ 

should  not  have  paid  the  duties  payable  in  respect  of  any  >>>o^d  P«y  the 

_  costs  ox  the 

legacies  or  any  personal  estate,  &c.  of  any  person  dying  Crown,  to  be 

btestate  pursuant  to  8ft  Geo.  S,  c.  59,  or  any  odier  act  or  ^  ^^^. 
acts  relating  to  duties  on  legacies  or  shares  of  personal 
estate,  withm  proper  and  reasonable  time,  it  should  be 
lawfol  for  his  Majesty's  Court  oi  Exchequer,  on  applica- 
tion^made  on  behalf  of  the*  Commissioners  of  Stamps,  on 
such' affidavit  or  affidavits  as  to  the  Court  might  appear  to 
be  sufficient,  to  grant  a  rule  requiring-  such  executor  or 
administrator  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  deiirer  to 
the  commissioners  an  account  upon  oath  of  all' the  legacies^ 
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&cA.  V  ^'ms,  or  of  the  personal  property  respectiyely  paid  or  to  be  paid 
^     or  administered  by  him,  and  why  the  duties  on  any  such 
In  re         legacies,  or  any  shares  or  residue  of  any  such  personal 
estate,  had  not  been  paid  or  should  not  be  forthwith  paid. 
That  act  is  silent  as  to  costs,  but  by  the  53  Geo.  S,  c.  108, 
s.  8,  it  is  enacted,  that  in  all  actions,  bills,  plaints,  infor- 
mations, and  proceedings  had,  prosecuted,  entered,   or 
filed,  or  thereafter  to  be  had,  &c.,  in  the  name  of  his 
Majesty,  &e.,  or  in  the  name  of  any  person  on  his  behalf, 
for  the  recovery  of  any  duties,  debts,  or  penalties  granted 
or  payable  by  or  under  any  act  or  acts  of  ParliaaMnt  re- 
lating to  the  duties  under  the  management  of  the  Com- 
missioners of  Stamps,  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  Majesty, 
&c., ''  to  have  and  recover  such  duties,  debts,  and  penalties, 
with  full  costs  of  suit,  and  all  charges  attending  the  same.** 
It  appears  that  under  this  act  the  practice  had  been  for 
the  Comptroller  of  the  Legacy  Duties  to  write  five  letters 
successively  to  the  representatives  of  the  deceased.    If  the 
executor  did  not  render  the  account  then,  an  application  to 
this  Court  was  made  for  a  rule  nisi  calling  on  the  executor 
to  account,  and  when  the  executor  did  not  appear^  the  rule 
was  made  absolute  that  the  representative  should,  within 
e%ht  days  after  service,  deliver  the  account,  and  that  he 
should,  within  the  same  time,  pay  the  duty  chargeable  on 
l^acies,  the  property  of  the  testator,  and  within  the  same 
time  pay  the  costs  of  the  Crown.  A  doubt  was  expressed  by 
Parke,  B.,  in  a  recent  case  in  this  Court,  whether  it  was  in- 
.  cumbent  on  the  Court  to  award  costs ;  and  in  a  subsequent 
case  at  Gray's  Inn  Hall,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said,  that  it 
was  only  in  case  it  should  turn  out  that  duties  were  due  to 
the  Crown,  that  costs  should  be  paid,  and  in  that  case  his 
Lordship  directed  the  order  to  be  drawn  up  with  the  follow- 
ing addition : — **  The  Court  does  hereby  reserve  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  of  costs  until  after  the  said  R.  C. 
(the  personal  representative)  shall  have  rendered  the  ac- 
count hereinbefore  directed/'    This  was  felt  to  be  an  in* 


BAiT£R  TBRM,  7  WILL.  IV.  409 

convenience,  as  it  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  fresh  ap-  ^*ck.  of  puom, 

plication  for  the  costs,  which  would  put  the  Crown  and  the 

party  to  an  additional  expence,  and  this  application  was 

now  made  that  the  Court  should  direct  that  the  costs 

should  be  paid  if  it  should  turn  out  that  duties  were  pay*. 

able  to  the  Crown. 

The  Aitomejf'General  contended,  that  where  it  turns 
out  that  there  are  duties  recoverable  by  the  Crown,  the 
act  leaves  no  discretion  in  the  Court  as  to  the  eosts ; 
and  cited  Rex  v.  Amery  (a).  Undoubtedly  costs  ought 
to  be  given  only  where  it  shall  turn  out  that  there 
are  duties  payable.  [Parke^  B. — ^The  question  is,  whether 
we  can  grant  this  in  the  first  instance  conditionally,  or 
whether  we  must  wait  for  the  event.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
Suppose  the  executor  renders  an  account  to  the  commis- 
sioners,  and  a  difference  arises  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  that 
account ;  it  would  then  be  necessary  to  file  an  information 
either  for  the  duties  or  for  the  penalties,  which  would  bring 
the  question  to  be  tried;  then,  if  that  were  found  for  the 
Crown,  the  Crown  would,  no  doubt,  be  entitled  to  the  costs. 
Parte,  B.— If  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  account  that 
something  is  due^  I  apprehend  there  is  no  alternative,  but 
the  personal  representative  is  bound  to  pay  the  costs.  Al-^ 
derson,  B. — ^The  difficulty  is,  that  you  are  asking  the  Court 
to  award  costs  on  the  decision  of  the  commissioners,  not  on 
the  decision  of  the  Court,  who  may  decide  whetlier  the  exe- 
cutor has  rendered  a  proper  account,  and  whether  there  is 
anything  due  upon  it.  If  there  is  any  dispute,  ought  not 
the  Court  to  decide  that  before  they  award  the  costs  ?3  It  is 
only  where  the  executor  and  commiseioners  agree,  that  the 
order  is  final,  because,  if  there  is  any  difference  between 
them,  it  becomes  necessary  again  to  apply  to  the  Court  in 
some  shape.   It  is  submitted  that  there  can  be  no  objection, 

(a)  I  Anst.  178. 
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^'^X'7^^^'  in  those  cases  where  they  do  agree^  to  order  that  the  costs 
shall  be  paid. 


Jnr€ 
Robinson. 


The  Court  took  time  to  consider  as  to  what  should  be 
the  coarse  to  be  pursued  in  future ;  and  on  a  subsequent 
day, 

Lord  Abimoer,  C.  B.,  said, — This  was  a  rule  moved  for 
by  the  Attomey^General  with  reference  to  the  legacy 
duty.  He  desired  that  the  rule  might  be  made  abedute, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  expence  of  a  futth^  ap- 
plicaticNi  to  the  Court,  that  an  addition  should  be'  made  to 
the  rule,  for  the  Crown  to  be  entitled  to  costs,  in  case  it 
should  appear,  upon  the  statement  made  by  the  defendant, 
that  there  were  legacy  duties  due  from  him  which  otight 
to  have  been  paid.  We  think  there  is  no  objection  to 
making  the  rule  in  that  form ;  it  will  save  the  expence  of 
any  further  application ;  and  therefore  let  the  rule  be  made 
absolute  upon  the  defendant,  and  that  he  shall  pay  such 
coats  as  shall  be  taxed  by  the  Master^  in  case  it  shall  ap- 
pear upon  his  statement  that  legacy  duties  were  due  fr^m 
him  which  he  refused  to  pay.  That  is  in  the  terms  prayed 
for  by  the  Aiiomey-General. 

Rule  absolute. 


Robinson  t?.  Cress  well. 

Sembie,  that  a  UDALL  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
supenedeaL^oQ  ^^^  causc  why  the  habeas  corpus  ad  satisfaoiendum  issued 
the  ground  that  iq  this  causc  should  uot  be  sct  asidc,  and  why  the  defend- 

the  defendant  ,,,  .,.1  ,  ai  ^n. 

bad  been  in  ant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  the  custody  of  the 

after  be  wu  °^  Warden  of  the  Fleet,  pursuant  to  the  Rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will, 

b'^^iaon'of  *'  ®*  ^»  ^^  ^^®  ground  that  he  had  been  in  custody  for  a 

the  piaintirs  calendar  month  after  he  had  become  supefstfdeaUe  by  rea- 

net  having 

declared  in 

time,  is  no  stay  of  proceedings,  and  the  plaintiff  may  proceed,  after  service  of  such  rule,  to  cbtrge 

the  defendant  in  execution. 
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son  of  the  plaintiff  not  having  declared  in  the  action  in  due  ^^\£J^^' 
time.     On  the  day  after  the  rule  was  obtained  and  served,     ^      ^      ^ 
the  defendant  was  charged  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  the      Robinson 
plaintiff,  Pariet  B.  holding  the  previous  rule  to  be  no     CEcgawBLL. 
stay  of  proceedings. 

Mansel  shewed  cause,  and  urged  that  the  custody  be- 
ing changed  by  the  charging  in  execution,  the  defendant 
could  not  now  be  discharged,  or  at  all  events  only  as 
to  the  mesne  process.  He  referred  to  Rose  v.  Christ" 
field  (a),  and  Line  v.  Lowe  (6). 

Udall,  contra. — The  supersedeas  on  the  mesne  process 
has  relation  back  to  the  time  when  the  defendant  was 
supersedeable,  so  as  to  avoid  the  charging  in  execution. 
In  Pierson  v.  Goodwin  (c),  where  a  defendant  was  super- 
sedeable  for  want  of  judgment  being  entered  up  in  due 
time,  but  was  not  actually  discharged,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  be  detained  in  an  action  on  the  judgment;  for 
that  his  actual  discharge  related  back  to  the  time  when 
he  had  a  right  to  be  discharged. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — In  that  case  the  party  had  not 
been- charged  in  execution.  I  think  we  cannot  entertain 
the  application  to  discharge  the  defendant  altogether ;  he 
was  regularly  charged  in  execution,  because  the  rule  was 
no  stay  of  proceedings. 

Udall,  however,  stating  that  he  could  refer  the  Court 
to  authorities  to  shew  that  the  charging  in  execution,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  was  irregular,  the  case  stood  over 
for  that  purpose,  until  Parker  B.,  should  be  in  Court;  and 
on  a  subsequent  day, 

(fl)  1  T.  R.  691.  (6)  7  East,  330. 

(c)  1  Bos.  &  P.  361. 

VOX-  II.  E  B  M.  W. 
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Mgek,  rf  TUm%  Mun$el  appearing  to  ahew  cause  against  the  rule,  but 
-  ^  '^  no  counsel  being  present  on  the  other  side,  the  rule 
HoaiMoir     vaa 

Qviwmwu  Diacharged  with  coats. 


An  oatlaw 
cannot  appear 
In  court  for  any 
other  purpoae 
than  to  reverse 
his  outlawry. 
Therefore,  he 
cannot  tue  out 
a  habeaa  corpus 
ad  satisbden- 
dum,  in  order 
to  charge  a 
plaintiff  In  exe- 
cution, against 
whom  he  has 
obtained  Judg^ 
ment  as  in  case 
of  nonsuit; 
although  his 
outlawry  was 
at  the  suit  of 
a  diSbrent 
plaintiff. 

The  Court 
refused,  how- 
ever, after  the 
lapse  of  three 
terms,  to  set 
aside  the  Judg- 
ment on  the 
same  ground. 


AlOBIDOE  r.  BULLEB. 

mRICE  moved  for  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judgment  as  fn 
case  of  a  nonsuit  signed  in  this  cause,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  was  an  outlaw.  The  outlawry  (whidi 
was  at  the  suit  of  a  different  plaintiff)  took  place  in  May, 
1886;  the  judgment  was  signed  in  the  ensuing  Trinity 
Term.  In  March  last,  the  defendant  sued  out  a  habeas 
corpus^  to  charge  the  plaintiff  in  execution  for  the  costs. 
Price  contended  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  come 
to  the  Court  for  any  purpose.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Why 
did  you  not  apply  sooner  ?]  It  did  not  become  necessary 
to  do  so  until  the  defendant  took  a  further  step,  by  suing 
out  the  habeas  corpus.  [Parke,  B. — May  not  the  defend 
ant  protect  himself  from  a  wrongful  action,  though  he  is 
an  outlaw  \  If  the  cause  had  gone  on  to  trial,  and  no  cause 
of  action  had  been  shewn,  the  plaintiff  must  have  been 
nonsuited ;  and  this  judgment  is  in  place  of  that]. 

The  Court,  however,  held  that  the  application  was 
too  late ;  and  on  that  ground  refused  the  rule. 


Price  also  (on  the  S9th  April)  moved  for  and  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  habeas  corpua ;  against  wbich^ 
on  a  subsequent  day. 


</•  W.  Smith  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  this 
application,  as  well  as  the  former,  was  too  late.  The 
plaintiff  might  have  come  to  the  Court  at  any  time  be« 
tween  May  1836  and  the  present  Term,  to  set  aside  the 
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judgment  on  this  same  objection ;  or  on  any  earlier  day  in  Stek.  of  PUat, 
April,  to  set  aside  the  habeas  corpus. — The  Court,  how- 
ever, overruling  this  objection,  be  urged  in  the  next  place, 
that  the  rule  which  prohibited  an  outlaw  from  taking  any 
step  in  a  cause  applied  only  to  plaintiffs  and  not  to  defend- 
ants. {Parke^  B. — ^The  defendant  is  here  acting  as  a 
quasi  plaintiff*.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose,  instead 
of  suing  out  the  habeas  corpus,  he  had  sued  on  the  judg- 
ment.] In  that  case  the  plaintiff  must  have  pleaded  th^ 
outlawry  in  abatement;  Vin.  Abr.  Utlawrie,  C;  Clari 
▼.  Scroggs  (a) ;  and  would  have  had  four  days  only  for 
that  purpose.  At  all  events  he  has  his  remedy  by  audita 
querela,  and  ought  to  be  put  to  that ;  SymonM  v.  Blake  (6). 
The  Court  will  not  be  disposed  to  exercise  its  equitable 
interference  in  favoiur  of  an  objection  which  has  always 
been  deemed  odious  to  the  law.  [Parke,  B. — The  form 
of  an  audita  querela  is  '' audita  querela  defendentis;" — 
it  is  not  a  remedy  which  a  plaintiff"  can  resort  to.]  If  this 
rule  be  made  absolute,  the  defendant's  attorney  will  lose 
his  lien  on  the  costs  of  the  action. 

Price,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — The  principle  is  clearly  laid 
down  in  the  authorities,  that  an  outlaw  cannot  appear  in 
Court  for  any  purpose  but  to  reverse  his  outlawry :  that  is 
a  rule  so  long  settled,  that  we  ought  not  now  for  the  first 
time  to  create  exceptions  to  it.  Here  the  habeas  corpus  is 
nothing  more  than  a  mode  by  which  the  defendant  seeks 
to  pursue  a  remedy  on  his  judgment;  he  is  making  use  of 
the  process  of  the  Court  for  his  own  benefit  The  rule 
must  be  absolute. 

(a)  \  Latw.  315.  (6)  2  C.  M.  ft  R.  4ie. 

B  eS 
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Bxek.  rf  PUas,      Parkb.  B. — ^The  only  doubt  I  had  was,  whether  the 
1837* 

application  was  in  time;  but  as  it  was. made  before  the  de- 
fendant had  taken  any  step  on  the  habeas,  I  think  it  is 
sufflclent.  • 

BoLLAHDf  B«,  concurred, 

ALDBftSoer,  B»— *It  has  been  held  orer  and  over  again 
that  an  outlaw  camiok  oone  into  a  court  of  justice  for  his 
own  benefit    For  what  else  does  the  defendant  come  here  ? 

Rule  absdute. 


Edwards  r.  Jones. 

Qaare,  whether  JL  HOM AS  hsid  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 

who  has  been  Master  should  not  tax  the  defendant  his  costs  under  the 

to7iwnedln  *^  ^®^'  ^'  ^'  '^^  ^'  ^*    "^^^  declaration  was  by  the  plain- 

mesne  proceu,  tifFas  indorsee,  against  the  defendant  as  drawer,  of  a  pro- 

in  consequenoe  missory  note  for  100/.,  and  the  defendant  was  arrested  for 

the'affldiivir  ^^^^  amount.     He  pleaded,  that  before  the  making  of 

tohoidtobftU,  the  note  one  Evan  Jones  sold  to  him  the  defendant  an 

can  be  uid  to 

be  "arretted  Undivided  moiety  of  a  sloop  called  the  Mary  Ann  of 
ipeciJbaiV'  Aberayron,  for  the  sum  of  100/.,  and  in  consideration  that 
within  the  jj^g  g^^j  j  Evan  Jones,  by  writing  under  his  hand,  then  agreed 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  ^ith  the  defendant  that  the  said  sum  of  100/.  should  be 
In  an  action  payable  when  and  as  the  said  sloop  might  earn  the  same 
agJnit\^^ac!*  ^Y  Carrying  goods  for  the  said  Evan  Jones,  and  not  before; 
oeptor  of  a  pro-  ^nd  that  the  said  E.  Jones  would  constantly  employ  the 

missory  note  for  •     #.      i  i 

1002^  he  pleaded  said  sloop  in  Carrying  goods  for  him  at  reasonable  freight, 

menttetwMn"    ^^^tU  ^^0  said  sum  of  100/.  was  liquidated  and  discharged 
him  and  the 
drawer,  the  note 

waa  not  to  be  enforced  except  on  certain^tenns,  which  the  drawer  had  not  complied  with;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  received  the  note  witheut  consideration*  The  plaintiff  entered  a  nolle  prosequi 
as  to  all  the  amount  except  492.,  for  which  he  had  given  value  to  tlie  drawer,  and  had  a  verdict 
for  that  sum.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  cognisant  of  the  agreement  between  the 
defendant  and  the  drawer: — Held,  that  tlie  defendant,  who  had  been  arrested  for  the  whole  i 
of  the  note,  was  not  entitled  to  cosU  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c46,  s.  8. 
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by  the  amount  of  freight  to  be  due  to  the  defendant  for  ^*^.M.f^*^* 
such  carriage ;  and  that  in  the  erent  of  the  defendant  re* 
fusing  or  hegleoting  to  carry  the  goods  of  the  said  £• 
Jones  in  the  said  sloop  at  reasonable  freight,  in  liquidation 
and  discharge  of  the  said  sum  of  100/.,  and  not  otherwise, 
the  said  promissory  note  should  be  enforced;  and. on  the 
considerations  aforesaid,  and  upon  no  other  consideration 
whatever)  the  defendant  made  the  said  projoaissory.  note. 
The  plea-then  arerred  that  the  defendant  was  always  ready 
and  wiUing  to  carry  the  goods  of  Evan  Jones  pursuant  to  the 
agreement,  but  that  he  refused  to  employ  the  sloop  for  that 
purpose^  and  so  the  consideration  upon  which  the  note 
was  made  and  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  Evan  Jones 
had  wholly  failed ;  and  that  Evan  Jones  indorsed  the  note 
to  the  plaintiff  without  value  or  consideration.  The  plain* 
tiff  replied,  as  to  49/.  ^s.  le/.,  parcel  of  the  sum  of  100/.  jn 
the  declaration  mentioned,  (the  amount  for  which  he  had 
actually  given  value  on  the  transfer  of  the  note  to  him), 
that  Evan  Jones  indorsed  the  note  to  him,  and  that  he 
took  and  held  it  for  a  good  and  sufficient  consideration, 
and  for  value  as  to  that  amount :  and  entered  a  nolle  pro- 
sequi as  to  the  residue  of  the  100/. :  and  on  the  trial  he  had 
a  verdict  accordingly  for  49/.  2«.  Id.  The  defendant, 
after  his  arrest,  remained  in  prison  for  a  short  time,  until, 
on  the  discovery  of  a  formal  defect  in  the  affidavit  to  hold 
to  bail,  he  was  discharged  out  of  custody  under  a  judge's 
order,  on  entering  a  common  appearance. — The  affidavit  in 
support  of  the  rule  set  out  an  agreement  between  the  de- 
fendant and  Evan  Jones,  to  the  effect  stated  in  the  plea. 

JS.  V.  Williams  shewed  cause. — ^First,  the  defendant  in 
this  case  has  not  been  "  arrested  and  held  to  special  bail" 
within  the  terms  of  the  statute,  and  therefore  is  not  entitled 
to  the  relief  given  by  it.  In  Baies  v.  Pilling  (a),  this 
Court  expressly  decided  that  to  entitle  a  defendant  to  costs 

(fl)  2  C.  &  M.  374. 
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Biaak  ft  ^^^  under  this  statute,  it  is  essential  that  there  should  be  both 
an  arrest  and  a  holding  to  bail.  In  that  case  the  defendant 
put  in  special  bail,  but  had  not  been  actually  arrested,  the 
writ  not  baTing  been  executed  in  consequence  of  the  de- 
fendant's attorney  undertaking  that  a  bail-bond  should  be 
givefi;  that  case  is,  therefore,  the  converse  of  the  present; 
and  Bayley^  B.,  says — •*  The  words  are  not  *  where  the 
defendant  shall  be  arrested'  alone,  or  '  held  to  special  bail' 
alone,  nor  are  the  words  '  arrested'  and  *  held  to  special 
bail'  synonymous,  so  as  to  make  one  of  (hem  useless  and 
nugatory ;  but  they  mean  different  things,  and  are  distinct 
proceedings,  in  whichdifferent  parties  act."  And  Vaughan^ 
J.,  after  referring,  by  way  of  contrast,  to  the  introductory 
part  of  the  first  section,  in  which  the  words  are  **  that  no 
person  shall  be  arrested  or  held  to  special  bail,*'  &c.  says 
expressly,  "  It  has  been  asked,  if  the  putting  in  bail  will 
not  do  without  an  arrest — will  an  arrest  without  puttingin 
bail  ?  To  which  I  answer — No ;  both  must  concur.**  In 
Amor  v.  Blofield  (a),  the  defendant  was  not  arrested,  but 
in  consequence  of  a  defect  in  the  affidavit  to  hold  to  bail, 
was  allowed  to  file  common  bail ;  and  there  also  it  was 
held  that  he  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  statute. 
In  Wilson  v.  Broughton  (6),  Parke,  B.,  undoubtedly  ex- 
pressed some  doubt  on  the  point,  but  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  it.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Where  a  party 
voluntarily  gives  special  bail,  he  can  in  no  sense  be 
Baid  to  be  arrested ;  but  when  he  is  arrested  he  is  taken 
into  custody  only  until  he  gives  special  bail ;  so  that  in  one 
sense  he  is  held  to  special  bail.  If  the  terms  can  be  con- 
sidered synonymous,  there  is  no  necessity  to  read  it  or 
instead  of  and].  If  the  proposition  laid  down  in  Bates  v. 
Pilling,  that  both  the  things  must  concur,  be  true  of  one 
branch  of  the  alternative,  it  must  be  true  also  of  the  other; 
it  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  hold  this  defendant  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  statute  without  overruling  that  case. 

id)  9  Bing.  91 ;  2  M.  &  Scott,  \6&.  (h)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  631. 
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[Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.*-It  would  have  been  sufficient  for  B*^  4  TU^t 
the  decision  in  that  case  to  say  that  an  arrest  was  essential. 
Parke,  B. — Does  not  the  being  actually  arrested,  and  so 
brought  under  an  obligation  of  putting  in  special  bail, 
satisfy  all  that  the  statute  intended  ?  If  the  defendant 
accepts  his  release  from  arrest  on  the  terms  of  putting  in 
special  bail,  be  himself  waives  the  benefit  of  the  statute. 
AldersoHf  B. — If  the  holding  to  special  bail  were  the  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  arrest,  it  might  be  said  that  the  one 
involved  the  other;  but  it  is  clear  that  is  not  so]*  There 
appears  to  be  a  mode  by  which  a  sensible  construction 
may  be  given  to  the  statute  as  it  stands,  vis.  by  holding 
that  the  term  **  holding  to  special  bail,"  means  holding  the 
defendant  in  custody  until  he  is  discharged  from  the 
action  by  due  course  of  law,  or  until  he  gives  special 
bail.  That  construction  avoids  alt  difficulty,  and  leaver 
the  case  of  Bales  v.  Pilling  untouched.  It  is  dear  that 
the  holding  to  special  bail  is  cumulative  to  the  arrest,  and 
presupposes  an  arrest  already  made.  Special  bail  is  pot 
in  contradistinction  to  common  bail ;  here  the  defendant 
gets  out  of  custody  on  filing  common  bail. 

Secondly,  the  plaintifiT  had  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  to  arrest  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  note.  It  does 
not  appear  that  he  knew  it  was  an  accommodation  note 
between  the  original  parties ;  and  if  not,  he  would  have 
a  right,  as  indorsee,  to  sue  for  the  full  amount,  though  he 
gave  value  for  a  part  only.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  very  doubtful 
whether  the  defence  pleaded  was  any  defence  at  all], 

Thomas,  contra. — The  preamble  of  the  statute,  which 
stateait  to  be  "  for  (he  more  effectual  prevention  of  frivol- 
ous and  vexatious  arrests^  and  for  the  relief  of  persons 
imprtMoned  on  mesne  process,'*  shews  that  it  was  the  in* 
tention  of  the  legislature  to  extend  its  benefit  to  all  cases 
where  the  party  is  actually  arrested  and  lies  in  prison, 
there  being  no  probable  cause  for  the  arrest  to  the 
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Exch.  0/  PUat,  amount  for  which  the  writ  issued.     Suppose  the  defend- 
1837* 

^nt^  being  unable  to  procure  bail  in  consequence  of  the 

es^CQssive.  amount,  lay  in  prison  till  the  time  of  the  trial, 
wQuJ/l,  he  not^.be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Act? 
^herevesi;,  tb^refore^  there  is. an  actual  arresti  and  such  a 
detentipja.  as  pii^t^  the  painty  under  the  obligation  of  finding 
bail  for  the  debt,  the  statute  ought  to  apply. 

He  urged  alsp  that  enough  appeared  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  was  cognizant  of  the  nature  of  the  original  trans- 
action^ .and  that  the  arrest  was  malicious. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  rule  must  be  discharged. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that  this  was 
an.aqcommodation  note ;  if  he  had|  and  theo»  without  hay- 
ing given  consideration!,  had  arrested  the  defendant  for  the 
whole  amount,  the;  question  on  the  statute  would  have 
ari/seui  and  we.  must  have  put  a  construction  upon  U.  But 
if, , under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  plaintiff  had 
not  aTeaspnable  and  probable  cause  for  suing  for  the  whole 
amount  of  the  note»  in  what  a  situation  would  every  banker 
in  London,  be  who  had  a  lien  for  advances  on  bills  of  ex- 
change of  his, customers  Iq  his  hands?  They  would  be 
very  unwise  indeed  to  bring  actions  for  less  than  the 
whole  amount*  If  there  was  any  malice,  as  is  suggested, 
our  refusing  this  rule  will  not  prevent  the  defendant  from 
brioging  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest 

Parke,  B. — We  are  not  called  upon  to  give  our  opinion 
on  the  point  of  law,  inasmuch  as  upon  the  facts  there 
appears  no  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  The 
plaintiff  was  a  holder  of  the  bill  for  value,  though  not  to 
its  full  amount*  Primft  facie,  100/.  was  due  upon  it  from 
theLacceptor,  and  the  plaintiff  might  sue  him  for  the  whole 
amount,  because  the  title  of  an  indorsee  is  the  title  of  all 
the  prior  parties  to  the  note.  And  if  we  take  the  agree* 
ment  to  have  been  as  stated  in  the  plea,  it  is  at  least  ex- 
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tremely  doubtful  whether  it  was  a  legal  one»  being  an  agree-  Eseek.  rf  PieoM, 
ment  to  substitute  a  different  mode  of  payment  from  that 
provided  by  the  note  itself.  Probably  the  plaintiff  has 
used  more  caution  than  was  necessary  in  contenting  himself 
with  49/.,  and  he  may  possibly  even  have  exposed  himself 
to  the  risk  of  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  drawer. 

BoLLAND  and  Alderson,  Bs.|  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Yeoman s  r.  Legh. 

t^ASE  against  the  defendant  for  negligent  driving  by   in  an  action 
his  servant.     Plea— Not  guilty.     At  the  trial  before  JBa/-  ^^u^^iJ*' 
land,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  ^7*"?  **y  '•»« 

.  ^  defendant's 

Term,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  his  case,  the  servant  serrant:— fl«M; 
who  drove  the  carriage  at  the  time  the  injury  was  done,  8&4\viii.4, 
was  tendered  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  c.42,theMr- 

'^  vant  11  a  com- 

The  learned  Judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  he  ought  petent  witnen 
to  be  released  before  he  could  be  examined,  and  rejected  dant  without 
the  evidence.     The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a  verdict,  n/me^ngln- 
Hindmarchy  in  Hilary  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  ^^"^  ®"  ^* 
cause  why  this  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new 
trial  granted,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  was  compe- 
tent, and  ought  to  have  been  received.     Against  this  rule 

Peiersdofff  now  shewed  cause. — The  object  of  the  le- 
gislature in  passing  the  3  &  4  Wilt.  4,  c.  IS,  s.  36,  was  to 
obviate  an  existing  imperfection  in  the  law — to  render 
witnesses  competent  whose  testimony  was  previously 
wholly  inadmissible.  The  preamble  clearly  indicates,  that 
the  enactment  was  made  to  render  the  rejection  of  wit- 
nesses on  the  ground  of  interest  less  frequent.  Now, 
before  this  statute,  a  party  in  the  situation  of  the  rejected 
witness  might  have  been  examined  on  obtaining  a  release. 


«. 
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Emh.  9f  Pita»^  To  extend  the  act  to  such  a  person  would  be  applying  its 
^     provisions  to  a  case  not  within  the  mischiefs  then  existing 
Yeowaxs      or  requiring  removal.     Every  useful  end  would  be  ob- 
tained  by  applying  it  to  persons  claiming  under  some 
right  of  common,   or  customary  or  other   local  clainiy 
where  a  release  would  not  operate  in  producing  com- 
petency.    It  has  been  decided  in  several  recent  cases 
that  a  release  is  still  necessary.     In  Mitchell  v.  Hu$U  {a\ 
which  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  injury  to  the  plaintiff's 
wall,  by  improperly  digging  a  cellar  near  it,  it  was  held 
that  the  workman  who  dug  it  was  not  made  a  competent 
witness  for  the  defendant  by  this  statute,  and  that  he  must 
be  released  by  the  defendant  before  he  could  be  examined. 
Harrington  v.  Caswell  (b),  Harding  v.  Cobley{e),Hodsom 
T.  Marshall  {d)^  and  Burgess  v.  CuthiU  (e),  are  decisioos 
to  the  same  effect.     It  must  be  admitted,  that  in  Faith  t. 
M  *Inif/re  (J  ),  the  decision  was  contrary  to  that  in  Burgess 
V.  Cut/Ml f  and  Parke,  B.,  there  held,  that  in  an  action  on  a 
bill  of  exdiange  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor,  the 
drawer  was  a  competent  witness  for  the  dfefisudant  under 
this  statute,  his  name  having  been  indorsed  on  the  postea. 
In  the  case  of  the  Bailiffs  of  Godmanchester  v.  PkiU 
lips  (g)^  k  was  held  that  the  incompetency  of  a  witness  inte- 
rested in  the  event  of  the  suit  could  not  be  removed  by  the 
indorsement  of  his  name  on  the  record  under  the  statute. 
IParke,  B. — The  Court  there  were  of  opinion  that  the  in* 
competency  of  a  witness  interested  as  a  member  of  a  cor- 
poration was  not  removed  by  a  release  of  such  interest  by 
bim  to  the  corporation,  because  he  was  in  effect  released 
by  himself.     How  would  the  result  of  the  verdict  in  this 
ease  affect  the  witness?   it  would  merely  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  damages,  not  establish  his  liability.]    Tbe 

(a)  6  Car.  &  P.  351.  (e)  6  Car.  &  P.  282 ;  1  Mo.  & 

(6)  6  Car.  &  P.  352.  Rob.  315. 

(c)  6  Car.  &  P.  664.  (/)  7  Car.  8t  P.  44. 

(d)  7  Car.  &  P.  16.  (g)  6  Nev.  &  Man.  211. 
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amount  of  damages  is  not  the  legal  test.    The  proper  rule  ^^*^  ¥  ^%«^ 
is  legal  right  or  liability,  or  the  adoption  of  the  criterion  -* 

of  the  witness  proving  or  disproving  some  essential  fact      Yeomakb 
To  make  damages  the  test  would  be  to  confound  legal        Lboh. 
rights  and  responsibilities  with  the  results  of  judicial  in-* 
quiries,  depending  on  many  accidents  and  contingencies. 

Hindmarchf  contri,  was  stopped  by  the  Cotirt. 

Parke,  B. — I  have  no  doubt  in  this  case  that  the  rule 
ought  to  be  made  absolute,  as  I  tliink  the  witness  was 
competent  without  a  release.  The  effect  of  the  clause 
in  the  statute  is  to  make  the  witness  competent,  where  the 
only  interest  is  that  the  verdict  may  be  used  for  or  against 
the  witness.  In  this  case  there  is  no  interest,  esOsept  that 
the  vetdict  might  be  used  agtrinst  him  in  an  actim  by  his 
master,  to  shew  the  amount  of  the  damages  recovered.  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  effect  of  the  Act  is  to  take 
away  the  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  the  witness  in 
cases  of  this  sort,  and  that  its  operation  is  not  restricted 
to  cases  in  which  it  was  before  impossible  to  make  the 
witness  competent  by  a  release.  The  point  was  similarly 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  a  few  days  «go»  in 
a  case  of  Bowman  v«  WUlis. 

Alderson,  B.-^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  SSth  & 
S7th  sections  taken  together,  make  the  witness  competent. 
I  have  always  understood  the  effect  of  the  Act  to  be,  to 
supersede  the  necessity  and  save  the  expense  of  a  release. 

Bolland,  B. — ^I  perfectly .  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.  In  a  case  before  the  Court  of  Comason  Pleas,  two 
days  ago,  they  decided  the  same  point 

Rule  absolute. 

See  Picklei  v.  HolUngSf  I  Moo.  &  Rob.  468;  and  Creevey  f.  Bowman, 
ib.  496,  accord. 
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1837. 


In  an  action  of 
dobty  where 
there  ii  do  plea 
of  payment, 
the  defendant 
cannot  give 
e^denoe  of 
pajment  in 
reduction  of 


Belbin  r.'BuTT  and  Others. 

JJEBT  for  goods  sold,  .and  on  ^  a,ccount  stated.     Plea, 
nunquam  indebit^l^^Sr    .,..•..  *    ^ 

At  the  trial  before  the  under-sheriff  of  Hants,  the  plain- 
tiff put  iuan  ndi^iasiov  of  the  sale  and  delivery  of  a  fly 
carriage  in^October,  1835,  which  stated  also  that  the  de- 
fendant had  paid  the  plainti&fiMt  21.,  and  afterwards  30s,, 
on  account.  In  answer  to  this  case,  the  defendants  offered 
to  give  in  evidence  a'  pi^omissoiry'notd  dated  in  the  month 
of,,Feh]:4is!ry,j.l83Q»  g^yf^nfffr  the  wi9Wi^tfif>the  residue  of 
the  d/^ffjpfijnbh  ,t9^elvein9Aths  af^,fi}a^»r  ^XI^U.  w^s  ob- 
jected  to  as  not  bj^mg  ;rpp^iy^|bliBja  evidepse^  ther^  being 
no  plea  of  payment  on  the  record.  The  under-sheriff, 
however,  oiierruled  thq  objection,  .telUog  l)ie  jury^^hat  the 
only  queiftiqn  was  whether  they  thqught^  fhe  pote  was  given 
inpayment  ficir  ^he  carriage.  The  jury  having  founds 
verdict  fo^  the  defendants,    .     , 


Addison,,  on  a  former  day  in  this  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  ^ why  tbcgre  should  not  be  a  n^w  trial,  unless 
the  defendants  would^ consent  to  a  verdict  beii^  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  .with  nqminal  damages.    , 

.  iio^^^n  shewed  cau^.^,  and  contended  ih^t  the  oote 
was  receivable  in  evidence  upon  these  pleadings  jn  re- 
ductioi^  pf  damages,  thpi|gh  not  a^  payment.  , 

Paiupe^  B«-t*How  can  you  give  a  note  in  evidence  in 
reduction  of. damages  in  aq-  action  of  debt?  It  was  held 
in  Shirley  v.  Jacpks  (a)^  that  when  in  an  action  of  as- 
sumpsit on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  pleaded  only 
that  be  did  not  accept  the  bill,  payments  might  be  given  in 


(a)  2  BiufT.  N.  C.  88;  2  Scott,  157. 
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evidence  in  reduction  of  damages ;  but  how  can  you  do  Srch.  rf  PUat, 
that  in  an  action  of  debt,  where  there  is.  no  inquiry  of 
damages?    There  must  be  a  new  trial,  the  defendants 
having  leave  to'ainetid,  unless  Aey'  will  consent  to^af  no- 
minal verdict  being  entered  for  the  piaftttiff.'     '  '"•    r    - 

'  •  Rule  afbitokrte  aoeordiAgiy. 


On  a  formeT  day  Iti  ilAsTetrA^'EHe  had  obtahj^d'a  ^ule  it  b  pot 
to  set  aside  a  judgthetit  agdn&t  the  casual  ej^<^tir  fb^irre-  coart'to^raier 
gulnricy,  no appeat^nce  having  been'tiiter^di         *  '^  fOTthe^Tul? 

'     "  '     '  ejector  pre- 

S!r  W4  W.  PoUeit  iicw  shewed  Cause.-^There  is  no  ulg^udgmenr" 
necessity  for  entering  an  appearance,  and  no  authority  that  Jirtmt?^  Iwd 
it  is  required  by  the  practice  of  this  Oourt.  '  In  Tidd's  *?«**■  ^f,. 

n  ,  doing  M  will 

Practice,  9th  ed.,  p.  122^,  in  speaking  of  sigditig  judg-  notbeaiiowtd. 
ment  by  default  against  the  casual  ejector,  it  is  said,  "  pre- 
viously to  which  common  bail  must  be  filed  for  the  ca'sual 
ejector  in  the  King^s  Bench  by  dtV/^  and  two  rnleci  Iti  the 
reign  of  Charles  the  Second  are  referred  to ;  hut  it  is 
added,  "  though  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to  enter  an 
appearance  for  him  by  original  in  that  Court  or  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas."  There  is  no  such  rule  in  thfs  Court, 
and  without  such  a  rule  it  cannot  be  requisite.  The  sta- 
tute IS  Geo.  1,  c.  89,  doe&  hot  apply  to  Ejectments. 
IParke,  B«— In  other  actions  you  cannot  enter  an  appear- 
ance for  the  opposite  party  without  an  affidavit  that  he  has 
been  served  with  prbc^ss.  It  would  be  difficult;  to 'make 
an  affidavit  that  the  casual  ejector  had  heen  served}.' 

Erie,  contra. — ^According  to  the  books  of  practice,  it  is 
clear,  that  though  there  may  be  a  different  practice  in  the 
different  Courts^  it  is  necessary  to  enter  an  appearance  in 
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jBceft.  <if  Pi$a$,  the  Court  of  King's  B^nch,  unless  the  proceedings  be  by 
originftl ;  and  the  practice  of  this  Court  is  analogous  to 
proceedings  by  biU* 

Parke,  B. — ^It  bas  been  the  practice,  aince  the  Uoi- 
formity  of  Process  Act,  to  consider  the  proceedings  in 
other  aetiona  as  analogous  to  proceedings  by  original ;  but 
the  action  of  ejectment  is  still  a  proceeding  by  bill.  The 
officers  are  not  aware  of  any  rule  upon  the  subject  in  this 
Court ;  but  they  say  it  is  not  usual  here  to  enter  an  ap- 
pearance, and  judgment  has  been  signed  over  and  over 
again  withoat  it.  But  as  it  ia  sworn  that  (here  is  «  good 
d^fen^  upon  the  merits,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
the  rule  made  absolute  on  payment  of  costs.  In  future  it 
must  be  understood  that  no  appearance  need  be  entered, 
and  that  the  costs  of  entering  it  will  not  be  allowed. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


If  A.  wrong- 
fully place 
goodi  in  B.'i 
building,  B. 
may  lawAilly 
go  upon  A.'s 
dose  adjoining 
the  building, 
for  the  purpoae 
of  removing 
and  depositing 
the  goods  there 
for  A.'s  use. 


Rea  r.  Shcward  and  Another. 

X  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  a  buildir^  and 
close  of  the  plaintiff,  and  removing  certain  goods  from  the 
building,  and  depositing  them  upon  the  close*  Pleas, — 
first,  not  guilty :  secondly,  that  the  building  and  close  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  were  not  the  building  and 
close  of  the  plaintifi":  thirdly,  that  the  close  was  the 
soil  and  freehold  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Worces- 
ter: fourthly,  that  it  was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  one 
Walker :  fifthly,  that  R.  C.  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  build- 
ing, and  being  so  seised,  demised  it  to  the  defendants, 
who  thereupon  entered,  &c«;  and  because  the  aaid  goods 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  encumbering  the  said 
building,  the  defendants  remoyedthemtoa  small  andoon- 
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venient  distance,  to  wit,  into  the  said  dose  of  the  plaintiff  iS«e*.  4  ^^'^i 
adjoining  thereto,  and  there  left  them  for  the  use  of  the  ^ 

plaintiff,  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff  being  a  convenient  Rsa 
place  for  depositing  the  same,  &c.  The  plaintiff  took  SaswASP. 
issue  on  the  four  first  pleas,  and  replied  to  the  fifth,  that 
R.  C.  was  not  seised  in  fee;  on  which  also  issue  was 
joined.  At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.^  at  the  last  Wor- 
cester assizes,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  the  plaintiff 
on  the  four  first  issues,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  fifth. 
In  the  present  Term, 

OodsoH  moved  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
non  obstante  Teredicto,  on  the  fifth  plea.---The  verdict 
on  not  guilty  has  established  that  the  defendants  were 
guilty  of  a  trespass  both  to  the  building  and  the  dose* 
The  question  therefore  is,  whether  they  could  lawfully 
commit  a  trespass  to  the  plaintiff's  land  for  the  purpose 
of  placing  upon  it  the  plaintiff's  own  goods,  having  re- 
moved them  out  of  a  building  in  which,  as  it  must  now  be 
admitted,  he  had  wrongfully  placed  them.  In  Houghton  v. 
Butler  (a),  where,  in  trespass  for  pulling  down  and  car* 
rying  away  a  gate,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  right  of  way^ 
and  that  the  gate  being  wrongfully  erected  across  the  way, 
be  took  it  down  and  deposited  it  in  a  convenient  place 
for  the  plaintifi**s  use,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  a  sub- 
sequent  conversion  by  the  defendant  to  bis  own  use;  it 
was  held,  that  proof  tha)  the  defendant  put  the  gate  on  his 
own  premises,  whence  the  plaintiff  might  have  taken  it  if 
he  pleased,  would  not  sustain  the  replication.  This  case, 
however,  differs  from  that;  here  the  depositing  of  the 
goods  upon  the  close  has  been  found  to  be  a  distinct  ires* 
pass. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

(a)  4  T.  R.  364. 
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BteK  of  PUas,  On  a  Subsequent  day,  Parke,  B.,  delivered  judgment. 
— ^This  was  a  case  which  stood  over  for  our  judgment,  on  a 
motion  made  to  enter  up  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto. It  was  contended  by  Mr,  Godsony  that  the  law 
did  not  allow  a  person  to  enter  into  a  plaintiff's  own  close, 
even  for  the  purpose  of  depositing  there  the  plaintiff's 
own  goods,  which  he  had  wrongfully  placed  on  the  pre- 
mises of  the  defendant.  When  the  case  was  moved,  it 
occurred  to  me  that  there  was  an  authority  in  Viner's 
Abridgment  which  would  dispose  of  it.  I  have  since 
found  it ;  it  is  in  title  Trespass,  516,  pi.  17,  (I^  a),  and  also 
in  RoIL  Abr.  Trespass,  I,  pi.  17,  (p.  566),  where  it  is 
said,  that  *'  if  a  man  comes  into  my  close  with  an  iron  bar 
and  sledge,  and  there  breaks  my  stones,  and  after  departs 
and  leaves  the  sledge  and  bar  in  my  close,  in  an  action  of 
trespass  for  taking  and  carrying  of  them  away,  I  may  jus- 
tify the  taking  of  them  and  putting  them  in  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff  himself  next  adjoining,  especially  giving  notice  of 
it  to  the  plaintiff,  (as  it  was  pleaded),  inasmuch  as  they 
were  brought  into  my  close  of  his  own  tort ;  and  in  such 
case  of  tort  I  am  not  bound  to  carry  them  to  the  pound, 
but  may  well  remove  the  wrong  done  to  myself  by  them, 
by  tort  of  the  plaintiff.  P.  1 1  Car.  B.  R.,  between  Cole 
and  Maundy,  adjudged  upon  a  demurrer."  So  also,  if 
a  man  finds  cattle  trespassing  on  his  land,  he  may  chase 
them  out,  and  is  not  bound  to  distrain  them  damage  fea- 
sant :  Tyrringhams  Case  (a).  There  must  therefore  be 
no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  4  Rep.  38,  b. 
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Leach*  Esq.  t?,  Thom as. 

Assumpsit.— The  declaration  stated  that  therelofore,  A  breach,  in 
to  wit,  on  the  88th  May,  18S2,  the  defendant  being  about  undtoriTtS^intt 
to  quit,  at  Michaelmas  then  next,  a  certain  farm  which  he  **"*n^  ***  *• 

^       '  '  tenant  threat- 

then   held  of  the  plaintiff,  by  a  certain  agreement  then  ened  to  commit 

made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  plain-  h«  were  paid 

tiflf  undertook  to  see  the  defendant  paid  by  the  incbm-  by^^inwrning 

ing  tenant  of  the  said  farm,  for  dressing  the  fallow,  five  ^n*o^  ^nd  **»« 

®  *  °  •  '  ^  the  latter  wai 

shillings  an  acre  for  the  first  ploughing,  and  three  shillings  thereby  com- 

an  acre  for  every  other  ploughing,  and  after  a  certain  rate,  and  did  pay 

to  wit,  two  shillings  an  acre,  for  dragging  the  same;  and  it  £"rteto"pre- 


was  thereby  also  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  be  paid  ▼ent  hi« 

for  the  grass  seeds  sown  in  the  ground  of  the  said  farm  waste,  ii  bad. 

that  year,  and  one  shilling  a  load  for  dung  when  driven  ^ai  dami^ 

on  the  land;  and  that  if  the  incoming  tenant  should  wish  Jwif^^V 

to  purchase   the  clover-hay,   or  any  meadow  hay,   each  which  several 

person  should  fix  on  a  person  to  value  the  same ;  and  if  aiiigned,  one 

the  persons  so  fixed  on  should  not  agree  on  the  value,  a  Jhe  ccwirt*^if * 

third  person  should  be  called  in,  who  should  finally  fix  the  "•*  '"*»^  **"• 

,  Judgmenti  bat 

value  of  the  same ;  and  that  the  incoming  tenant  should  will  award  a 

purchase  the  corn  at  a  fair  valuation.  And  the  said  agree-  ^•'""  ^  "*^**' 
ment  being  so  made  as  aforesaid,  a  treaty  was  thereupon 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  entered  into  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant,  for  the  retaking  of  the  said  farm  by 
the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff  from  Michaelmas  then  next; 
and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  by  a  certain  other 
agreement  then  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, the  plaintiff  agreed  to  set  the  said  farm  to  the  defend- 
ant from  Michaelmas  then  next,  as  a  yearly  tenant,  for  the 
sum  of  180/.,  and  1/.  10s.  land  tax,  provided  the  defendant 
should  find  and  produce  sufficient  and  good  securities  for 
the  regular  payment  of  the  rent ;  the  said  rent  to  be  paid  on 
certain  days  in  the  said  agreement  more  particularly  men- 
tioned :  and  by  the  last-mentioned  agreement  it  was  fur- 

YOL.  II.  P  F  11.  w. 
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JS»c*-  •/ i*fca».  ther  agreed,  that  when  the  defendant  should  quit  the  said 
farm,  he  should  not  carry  away  or  dispose  of  any  straw, 
either  threshed  or  unthreshed,  or  thatch,  nor  any  dung 
the  produce  of  the  said  farm,  or  on  the  said  farm  at  the 
time  the  defen^Iant  should  quit ;  and  that  the  defendant 
should  keep  the  houses  and  fences  of  the  said  farm  in  good 
repair,  and  should  commit  no  waste  on  the  said  farm,  and 
that  he,  the  defendant,  would  not  sow  any  lay  corn  the 
last  half  year  of  his  residence  on  the  said  farm,  but  would 
agree  to  the  terms  contained  in  a  certain  other  paper,  to 
wit,  in  the  said  first-mentioned  agreement.  The  declara- 
tion then  averred  mutual  promises,  and  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  g9th  Sept.  183S,  set  the  farm  to  the  defend- 
ant from  Michaelmas  in  the  secondly  mentioned  agree- 
ment mentioned,  as  yearly  tenant,  and  that  the  defendant 
entered  into  and  became  possessed  of  the  farm  as  the  te- 
nant thereof,  on  the  terms  in  that  agreement  mentioned 
and  referred  to,  and  continued  so  possessed  until  the  29th 
September,  1834^  when  his  tenancy  therein  determined : 
and  after  averring  the  plaintiff's  readiness  to  perform  the 
stipulations  of  the  first  agreement,  and  that  the  incoming 
tenant  wished  to  purchase  of  the  defendant  all  the  clover- 
hay,  and  meadow-hay,  and  corn  of  the  farm,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing  to  fix  on  a  person  to  value 
it,  and  requested  the  defendant  to  fix  on  a  person  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  sell  the  same  to  the  incoming  tenant  on 
the  terms  mentioned  in  the  agreement, — assigned  the  fol- 
lowing breaches : — first,  that  the  defendant,  when  he  was 
quitting  the  farm  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  carried 
away,  and  also  disposed  of  and  suffered  to  be  carried 
away,  certain  quantities  of  dung  the  produce  of  the  said 
farm,  and  of  dung  which  was  on  the  farm  when  he  was  so 
quitting,  and  of  threshed  and  unthreshed  straw  the  pro- 
duce of  the  farm;  secondly,  that  he  did  not  nor  would, 
when  so  requested  as  aforesaid,  sell  to  the  incoming  tenant 
the  said  clover-hay,  and  meadow-hay,  and  corn,  at  such 
valuation  as  aforesaid,  and  did  not  nor  would  fix  on  a 
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valuer  on  his  part  to  value  the  same ;  thirdly,,  that  the  Mt^^fU^, 
defendant  threatened  to  carry  away  from  the  farm^  or  to 
dispose  oft  other  dung  the  produce  of  the  farm,  if  the 
incoming  tenant  would  not  pay  him  divers  large  sums  of 
money,  amounting  to  100/.,  for  the  same;  and  that  he 
would  have  so  carried  away  and  disposed  of  the  said  last- 
mentioned  dung,  if  the  said  incoming  tenant  had  not  paid 
him  such  monies,  and  he  thereby  then  compelled  the  said 
incoming  tenant  either  to  pay  him,  the  defendant,  such 
monies  as  aforesaid ,  or  to  suffer  the  dung  to  be  so  carried 
away  and  disposed  of  by  the  defendant  as  aforesaid; 
whereupon  the  said  incoming  tenant,  being  so  compelled  as 
aforesaid,  paid  to  the  defendant  the  said  monies  for  the 
said  dung,  in  order  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  so 
carried  away  and  disposed  of.  The  fourth  breach  was  simi- 
lar to  the  third,  except  that  it  stated  the  amount  demand- 
ed in  payment  from  the  incoming  tenant  for  the  dung  to 
be  divtrs  monies,  exceeding  one  shilling  a  load  by  a  large 
amount,  to  wit,  100/.:  the  fifth  breach  charged  the  de- 
fendant with  the  commission  of  divers  acts  of  waste,  by 
removing  doors,  chimney-pieces,  &c.,  affixed  to  a  dwelliqg- 
house,  p^rt  of  the  demilsed  premises,  and  by  permitting 
the  houses  and  fences  of  the  farm  to  be  in  bad  repair : 
the  sixth  breach  stated  that  the  defendant,  when  he  was 
quitting  the  farm,  threatened  to  commit  further  waste,  if 
the  incoming  tenant  would  not  pay  certain  money,  to  wit, 
20/.,  to  him,  the  defendant,  and  that  the  incoming  tenant 
was  thereby  compelled  to  pay  the  same,  &c.,  (in  similar 
terms  to  those  of  the  third  breach) :  the  seventh  breach  was 
for  sowing  and  cropping  fifty  acres  of  the  farm  with  lay  corn, 
to  wit,  with  oats,  on  the  last  half  year  of  the  tenancy,  con- 
trary to  the  agreement.  The  defendant  pleaded — first,  to 
the  first  and  second  breaches  so  far  as  they  related  to  the 
corn  and  straw,  a  written  license  from  the  plaintiff  to  him 
the  defendant  to  sell  it  by  auction,  and  that  he  did  ac- 
cordingly sell  it,  and  suffer  the  purchasers  to  carry  it  away. 

F  f2 
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*"*iM7*^*"'  Secondlj,  to  the  residue  of  the  first  breach,  leave  and  li- 
cense generally.  Tliirdly,  to  the  residue  of  tlie  second 
breach,  that  the  defendant  was  ready  and  willing  to  sell  the 
clover^hay  and  meadow-hay  therein  mentioned  to  the  in- 
coming tenant,  at  a  fair  valuation,  according  to  the  agree- 
ment, but  that  the  incoming  tenant  did  not  communicate  to 
the  defendant  any  wish  to  purchase  it,  nor  would  he  or  the 
plaintiff  fix  on  a  person  to  value  it.  Fourthly,  to  the  third 
breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  threaten  to  carry  away  or 
dispose  of  the  dung  therein  mentioned,  &c.,  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  that  breach  alleged ;  concluding  to  the  country. 
Fifthly,  a  similar  plea  to  the  fourth  breach.  Sixthly,  as  to  so 
much  of  the  fifth  breach  as  related  to  one  chimney-piece 
and  one  gate,  that  the  defendant  removed  them  as  being 
ornamental  tenant's  fixtures  put  up  and  erected  by  him. 
Seventhly,  to  the  remainder  of  that  breach,  a  denial  of 
the  commission  of  the  waste  therein  mentioned.  Eighthly, 
to  the  sixth  breach,  a  similar  plea  to  those  pleaded  to  the 
third  and  fourth  breaches:  and  lastly,  to  the  seventh 
breach,  that  he  did  not  sow  or  crop,  &c.,  as  therein  al- 
leged. 

Replication  and  new  assignment  to  the  first  plea,  as  to 
the  straw  in  the  first  breach  mentioned^  that  the  plaintiff 
brought  his  action,  and  assigned  that  breach  in  respect  of 
other  and  different  straw  from  that  which  the  defendant  was 
so  licensed  and  permitted  to  sell  and  dispose  of  as  in  the 
plea  mentioned,  &c. :  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  not 
guilty.  The  plaintiff  also  denied  the  leave  and  license  set 
up  in  the  second  plea;  traversed  the  allegation  in  the 
sixth  plea,  that  the  chimney-piece  and  gate  therein  were 
ornamental  tenant's  fixtures  erected  and  put  up  by  the 
defendant;  joined  issue  on  the  fourth,  fifth,  seventh, 
eighth,  and  last  pleas ;  and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as 
to  the  second  breach,  to  which  the  third  plea  was  pleaded. 

At  the  trial  before  Patieson,  J.,  at  the  Pembrokeshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1835,  the  plaintiff  had  a  general  verdict 
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on  all  the  issues — damages,  20/.     In  the  following  Michael-  Enh.^Pi€at, 

mas  Term,  v      y  *  ^ 

Leach 

Evans  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  TaoitAs. 
the  ground  that  the  third,  fourth,  and  sixth  breaches 
were  bad.  The  case  stood  over  for  some  time,  in  order 
that  an  application  might  be  made  to  the  learned  Judge  to 
amend  the  record ;  but  his  Lordship  having  declined  to 
do  so, 

E.  V.  Williams  and  Leach  now  shewed  cause. — ^The 
defendant  is  not  entitled  to  arrest  the  judgment;  even  if 
any  of  the  breaches  be  bad,  he  can  be  entitled  only  to  a 
venire  de  novo.  But  the  three  breaches  objected  to  are 
sufficient  legal  breaches.  The  defendant  was  bound  by  the 
agreement,  absolutely  and  unconditionally,  to  leave  on  the 
premises  all  the  dung,  the  produce  of  the  farm :  is  it  not  a 
legal  breach  of  such  agreement,  that  he  refused  to  leave 
it  without  receiving  payment  for  it  ?  So  also,  for  dung 
driven  on  the  land  he  is  to  be  paid  no  more  than  1^.  a  load  ; 
is  it  not  a  legal  breach  that  he  insists  on  receiving  a  larger 
sum  ?  The  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  sustained  no  damage  by  reason  of  these  breaches, 
the  whole  having  been  done  between  the  defendant  and 
the  incoming  tenant.  But  Anderson  y.  Martindale  (a)  is 
an  authority  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  may  sue,  the  agree- 
ment being  one  in  which  the  landlord  and  the  incoming 
tenant  have  a  juint  legal  interest.  \Parket  B. — You  may 
perhaps  support  those  two  breaches,  but  how  can  you 
sustain  the  sixth  breach  ?  The  defendant  does  not  actually 
commit  waste,  but  only  threatens  to  do  it;  he  does  not 
commit  it,  because  the  incoming  tenant  pays  him  the 
money].  Then,  admitting  that  breach  to  be  bad,  the 
judgment  ought  not  to  be  arrested,  but  a  venire  de  novo 
awarded.    In  Tidd's  Practice,  p.  922,  (9th  ed.),  one  of 

(a)  1  East,  497. 
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^c*."^  -Pfea#/  the  cases  in  which  it  is  said  that  a  venire  de  novo  is  grant- 
able  is,  "  when  the  jury  give  general  damages  on  a  de- 
claration consisting  of  several  counts,  and  it  afterwards 
appears  that  one  or  more  of  them  is  defective."  EdUbwes 
v;  Hopkins  (a),  and  Grant  v.  AHle  (6),  are  authorities  to 
support  this  position.  Richardson  v.  Mellish  (c),  Angle 
V.  Alexander  (d),  and  Day  v.  Robinson  {e),  are  cases  in  all 
of  which  a  venire  de  novo  was  awarded  where  general 
damages  were  given  on  several  counts,  one  of  which  was 
bad :  and  a  bad  breach  is  not  distinguishable  in  this  re- 
spect from  a  bad  count.  In  Trevor  v.  Wall  (/),  which 
will  be  referred  to  for  the  defendant,  the  Court  un- 
doubtedly refused  a  venire  de  novo,  and  arrested  the  judg- 
ment altogether ;  but  that  was  on  the  ground  that  the 
proceedings  originated  in  an  inferior  court,  in  which  case 
a  court  of  error  has  no  power  to  grant  a  venire  de  novo. 

Evans,  contra. — Holl  v.  Scholefield  (g)  is  a  distinct 
authority  to  shew  that  where  some  counts  are  good  and 
others  bad',  and  general  damages  are  given,  the  Court  will 
arrest  the  judgment  and  not  award  a  venire  de  novo. 
Sickletnore  v.  Thistleton  {h)  is  to  the  same  effect.  Eddowes 
V.  Hopkins  does  not  apply;  that  was  an  application  to 
amend  the  entry  of  the  verdict  on  the  postea  by  the 
Judge's  notes.  In  the  other  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff, 
the  venire  de  novo  was  awarded  by  the  Court  of  error. 

Parke,  B. — This  case  must  go  down  to  a  new  idquiry. 
On  this  verdict  we  know  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty 
of  all  the  breaches  assigned,  but  we  do  not  know  what 
amount  of  damages  are  to  be  ascribed  to  each.     Our  pre- 

(fl)  Dougl.  377.  M.  884. 

(6)  lb.  722.  (/)  IT.R.  151. 

(c)  3  Bing.  349.  {g)  6  T.  R.  691. 

(cO  7Biiig.  119;  4  M.  &  P.870.  (h)  6  M.  &  Sel.  9. 
(e)  lAd.&Ell  564;  4  Nev.  & 
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sent  decision  is  undoubtedly  at  variance  with  that  of  Holi  £m*.  of  PUa», 

T.  Scholefield;  that  case,  therefore,  must  be  considered  as 

overruled  as  to  this  point.     If  the  Court  of  error  can 

grant  a  venire  de  novo  in  such  a  case  as  this,  a  fortiori 

the  Court  having  original  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  may  do 

so.     Unless,  therefore,  the  parties  can  agree  on  some  terms 

of  compromise,  the  rule  must  be  absolute  for  a  venire  de 

novo,  in  order  that  the  jury  may  assess  the  damages  on 

the  good  breaches. 

Alderson,  B. — It  does  not  appear  that  this  point  was 
at  all  argued  in  Holt  v.  Scholefield^  though  Grant  v.  Astle 
was  referred  to ;  the  whole  of  the  argument  was  addressed ' 
to  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  declaration. 

Venire  de  novo  awarded  (a). 

(a)  See,  however,  2  Saund.  171f  a;   Hancock  v.  Hayioood,  ST.  R. 
434,  per  Bilier,  J. 


Samuel  Boydell  v.  Champneys. 

xxSSUMPSIT  by  drawer  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  ex-  An  imoiTeiit 
change,  with  counts  for  work  and  labour  as  an  attorney,  and  ii^ruin  hit 
on  an  account  stated  ;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  his  JJ^J'Jf^^ 
discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act.  Atthetrialbe-  holder  ofaun 
fore  Atdersorty  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  in  Hilary  Term,  od  which  he  b 
it  appeared  that  the  bill  was  accepted  by  the  defendant  in  ^ch%thef  de^ 
payment  for  business  done  for  him  by  the  plaintiff  as  an  MriptiooofU 
attorney,  and  was  indorsed  by  the  plaintiff  to  one  Charles  •utnte(70eo.4, 
Boydell,  in  part  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  him.     It  was  diwharged  ae 
dishonoured  when  due,  and  Charles  Boydell  sued  the  de-  ^ ^^^^JaI^ 
fendant  upon  it  to  judgment.     The  defendant  shortly  though  they  ue 

not  luiiiicd  in 

afterwards  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act,  Uie  Mheduie), 
having  inserted  Charles  Boydell  (but  not  the  plaintiff)  in  [he  orii^Mi^ 
his  schedule  as  a  creditor  for  the  amount  of  the  bill.  After  ?**^  ^  ^'"^ 

Itwatmeectinty. 
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^«W  '•'«"»  the  defendant's  discharge,  Charles  Boydell  lianded  back 
the  bil)  tp  the  plaintiff,  and  he  brought  the  present  action. 
For,thfidefendajit,  it  was  contended  that  bis  discharge  un- 
der the,  InisoIv^Qt  Act  operated  as  a  bar  to  any  action  on 
the  bill^  as  well  by  the  plaintiff  as  by  Charles  BoydelL 
The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  point  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Cpi^rt,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  Chandkss 
having  pbtaip^d.a  rule  nisi  for  a.  nonsuit,  parsaanl  to  leave 
reserved,  ,  . 

J'  . 
Mrh  and  Jardine  now  shewed  cause.-^There  is  no  ques- 
tion^.tixajt  ,by  reason  of  the  defendant's  discharge  under 
the  Insjpk^Qt  Act,  7  6eo^  4,  c.  57,  Charles  Boydell,  who 
was  expressly  named  10  bis  schedule  as  a  creditor,  was 
barrel  from. suing  on  the  bill.  But  upon  the  dishonour 
of  tbe  bill,  the  part  paymenti  as  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Charles  >Boy4^l,  ceased  to  exist ;  the  latter,  therefore,  had 
then  a  right  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  over  again 
the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  was 
remitted  to  his  right  to  sue  the  defendant  on  the  original 
consideration  between  them,  viz.,  the  work  and  labour. 
There  is  no  provision  in  the  Insolvent  Act  which  can  have 
the  effect  of  rendering  the  discharge  of  a  debtor  a  bar  to 
any  oth^r  party  on  a  bill  than  those  mentioned  in  the 
schedule^  much  less  to  extinguish  the  original  debt,  to  se- 
cure which  it  was  given.  [Parke^  B«-*-The  effect  of  the 
transfer  of  a  bill  of  exdiange  is  to  transfer  the  debi,  and 
to  render  the  indorsee  for  the  time  the  creditor ;  if,  then, 
the  debt  be  discharged,  it  cannot  be  revived  again.  Sup- 
pose a  .Release  be  given  by  the  holder  to  th^  acceptor,  and 
the  holder  afterwards  calls  on  the  drawer  to  pay  the  bill, 
and  be  doea  so — the  acceptor  is  nevertheless  discharged]. 
At  a)l  events,  the  statute  is  a  bar  to  an  action  on  He  bUl 
only  at  the  suit  of  the  parties  named  in  the  defendant's 
schedule.  Section  Hi  empowers  the  Court  to  discharge 
the  prisoner,  **  as  to  the  several  debts  and  sums  due,  or 
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claimed  to  be  due,  to  the  several  persons  named  in  his  Eteh.  nf  PUom, 
schedule  as  creditors."    He  is  bound,  therefore,  to  insert  ^ 

in  his  schedule  all  parties  who  can  be  affected  by  his  dis-  Botdbll 
charge.  The  proviso  at  the  end  of  that  section,  that  he  chaiipnbti. 
shall  be  discharged  also  as  to  the  claims  of  all  persons  not 
known  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication,  who  may  be 
indorsees  or  holders  of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in 
the  schedule,  only  protects  him  where  he  puts  into  his  sche- 
dule the  names  of  all  the  known  parties  to  the  instrument. 
[ParA^,B. — The  statute  does  not  say  he  is  to  be  discharged 
as  to  tJae  persons  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  but  as  to  the 
debts  4ue  to  them.  There  6an  be  no  doubt  that  this  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  defendant's  discharge,  a  debt  due  to 
Charles  Boydell,  having  been  transferred  to  him  by  the 
indorsement  of  the  bill.  It  would  clearly  have  been 
a  defence  to  an  action  for  the  work  and  labour,  that  a  bill 
had  been  given  by  the  defendant,  and  was  outstanding  in 
the  hands  of  a  third  party].  The  right  of  action  was  no 
doubt  suspended  during  the  currency  of  the  bill,  but  the 
plaintiff*  still  remained  a  creditor  for  the  original  debt  un- 
til payment  of  the  bill.  In  Macdonald  v.  Bovington  {a)t 
where  the  holder  of  a  bill  sued  the  acceptor  to  judgmenti 
and  charged  him  in  execution,  and  he  was  discharged  un- 
der the  Lords'  Act,  and  the  holder  then  sued  the  drawer, 
who  paid  the  bill,  and  in  his  turn  sued  the  acceptor,  and 
charged  him  in  execution,  it  was  held  that  the  charging  in 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  holder  was  no  satisfaction  as 
between  the  drawer  and  the  acceptor.  In  Mead  v.  Bra" 
ham  (£),  it  was  held  that  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  who  paid  the 
amount  to  the  holder  after  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
against  the  acceptor,  might  sue  the  acceptor  before  he  had 
obtained  his  certificate,  and  arrest  him  on  the  bill,  though 
the  holder  had  proved  the  bill  under  the  commission. 
[Parke^  B. — The  election  of  the  holder  to  prove  under 
the  commission  could  not  aff*ect  the  other  parties  to  the 

{a)  4  T.  R.  826.  {h)  3  M.  &  Sel  91. 
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-E«?*«^i*'^»  biB,    Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.— There  was  there  no  satisfac- 

-'     tioh  or  dischai^ge  even  as  to  the  holder — he  might  have 

BoTDELL      proceeded  at  law].   The  41 6t  section  expressly  keeps  alive 

Cbamphetb.-   the  debty  and  only  bars  the  right  of  action,  putting  the 

creditor  to  come  in  for  the  dividend. 

CAcmdless,  contra. — Macdonald  v.  Bovingtonwas  a  de- 
cisioi)  on  the  Lords*  Act,  the  object  of  which  is  merely  the 
personal  discharge  of  the  debtor  as  to  the  particular  ere* 
ditor  at  whose  suit  he  is  imprisoned,  on  giving  up  his  pro- 
perty'to  him.  But  the  object  of  the  Insolvent  Act  is  to 
make  a  general  arrangement  for  the  discharge  of  the  party 
a6  to  all  his  creditors.  The  intention  of  the  legislature, 
irt  sect.  46,  obviously  was,  not  merely  to  discharge  the  re- 
lation of  debtor  and  creditor  as  between  the  insolvent  and 
the  persons  named  in  the  schedule,  but  to  discharge  him 
from  lali  liability  in  respect  of  the  debts  specified  therein: 
the  persons  being  inserted  merely  as  descriptive  of  the 
debts.  Here  the  debt  due' to  Charles  Boydell  was  clearly 
the  s^me  dbbt  which  Samuel  Boydell  now  claims.'  The 
effect  of  gi^in^  the  acceptance  was  only  t6  give  the  ori- 
ginal debt  a  capacity  of  being  transferred  by  the  indorse- 
ment ;  and  the  indorsee  thereby  acquired  the  ptivilege 
which  the  original  creditor  alone  would  otherwise  have  ' 
had,  of  being  inserted  in  the  insolvent's  schedule,  and  op- 
posing his  discharge.  It  is  impossible  that  two  debts  can 
be  created  by  giving  the  bill  in  place  of  the  original  lia- 
bility^  The  proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  46  applies  to  cases 
where  the  insolvent  may  not  know  the  actual  holder  at  the 
time,  though  he  may  know  the  drawer,  or  other  previous 
p^Ttiefs.     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
ought  to  be  made  absolute.  The  case  of  Macdonald  v. 
Bovingion  has  no  application  to  the  present.  The  object 
of  the  Lords*  Act  is  only  to  discharge  a  prisoner  from 
gaol  as  to  the  "paf  tScular  creditor  who  is  pressing  ^him ;  it 
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does  not  say  a  word  as  to  discharging  an  insolvent  from  Sxeh,  rf  Pietu, 
debt.  But  the  Insolvent  Act  seems  to  me  to  put  the  In-  *  -^  •  ^ 
solvent  debtor  on  precisely  the  same  footing  as  a'certifi-  Boidell 
cated  bankrupt;  he  isto  be  discharged  from  all  his  Irafoili-  champmkts. 
ties  and  debts  up  to  the  time  of  his  obtaining  hi^  dis- 
charge. As  to  the  case  of  Mead  v.  Braham,  it  certainly 
has  no  application  to  the  present;  for  that  was  a>  case 
where  the  bankrupt  could  not  under  the  circniM^tances ' 
have  obtained' his  certificate,  and  therefore  w6b  stdl  liable 
for  all  he  might  have  owed  before  his  bankruptcy :  but 
here,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  debt  itself  is  discharged;  and 
that  being  so,  there  is  no  law  that  will  aiithorixe  us  to  «ay 
that  the  insolvent  may  be  sued  again  on  theoriginal  liabi^ 
lity :  on  the  contrary,  the  act  of  Parliament  seems  sedu- 
lously to  give  the  debtor  an  opportunity  to  be  dischafgfed 
absolutely  from  the  debt ;  and  if  it  should  so  fadpp&ti'that 
he  does  not  know  the  name  of  the  holder  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change on  which  he  is  liiable,  he  is  then  at  liberty  to  giVe 
the  best  description  he  can  of  it — he  may  put  ill  his  sdie- 
dule  the  name  of  the  original  drawer,  and  so  be  discharged 
from  the  bill  as  to  all  other  parties.  If  he  knows  the  name 
of  the  holder  of  the  bill,  that  is  the  name  he  is  to  insert, 
and  that  is  a  suSScient  description  of  the  bill  of  exchange  ; 
and  if  the  debt  be  discharged  as  between  him  arid  the 
holder,  it  cannot  afterwards  be  revived  in  any  cflsle  against 
him,  for  it  is  apparent  that  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
was  to  discharge  him  from  all  his  debts.  If  th'e  Uw  wefe 
otherwise,  the  operation  of  the  act  would  be  altogether  in- ' 
consistent  with  its  object  and  policy;  for  it  might  happen, 
in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  that  although  the  debtor  would 
be  discharged  from  prison  as  to  a  particular  class  of  debts 
enumerated  in  his  schedule,  yet  all  those  persons  to  whom 
he  might  have  given  bills  of  exchange  would  have  a  right 
to  sue  him  again.  The  argument  may  as  well  be  applied 
to  indorsees  as  to  drawers;  if  the  debt  is  not  so  dis- 
charged as  to  relieve  him  altogether  from  liability,  the 
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-^^*'^jP'»«»  next  indorser  might  also  sue  him,  and  the  next  again,  and 
V     V     -^     so  on  if  there  were  twenty  names  on  the  back  of  the  bill ; 
BoTDELL       and  he  would  be  discharged  against  none  except  the  per- 
Champnbts.    son  whose  ham^  was  in  the  schedule.    The  obvious  mean- 
ing and '  intention  of  the  act  of  Parliament  was  to  dis- 
charge the  party  from  all  his  debts,  on  his  giving  in  his 
schedule'  the  best  'account  be   could   of  them,  so  that . 
the  parties  interested  might  have  notice  what  debts  he 
sought  to  be  discharged  from.     In  this  case  he  had  in- 
serted- the  natne  <>f  the  party  whom  be  considered  to  be 
the  holder  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  that  was  suflBcieot 
notiee  tcl  all  persons  interested  in  the  bill  of  exchange  to 
look  after'faim.  - 

Parke,  B«-^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  T^e  case  of 
Macdonald  v.  jBovingion  turned  on  the  provisions  of  the 
Lords'  Act,  the  intention  of  which  was  not  to  discharge 
the  defendant  from  the  €kbt,  but  only  his  person  from  im- 
prisonment. The  scope  and  provisions  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act  are  very  different:  when  the  insolvent  has 
inserted  the  debt  fairly  and  properly  in  his  schedule,  he  is 
discharged  as  to  the  debt  itself,  and  not  merely  as  to  the 
particular  creditors  named  in  the  schedule*  I  think  this 
conclaaion  necessarily  follows  from  a  comparison  of  the 
46th  &  61st  sections.  Section  46  empowers  the  Court  to 
adjudge  that  the  prisoner  shall  be  discharged  from  custody 
and  .entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  act,  ''  as  to  the  several 
ckbis  or  sums  of  tnoney' — not  as  to  the  several  creditors — 
*'  due  or  claimed  to  be  due  at  the  time  of  filing  such  pri- 
soner's petition  from  such  prisoner  to  the  several  persons 
named  in  his  schedule  as  creditors,  and  as  to  the  claims 
of  all  other  persons,  not  known  to  such  prisoner  at  the 
time  of  such  adjudication,  who  may  be  indorsees  or  holders 
of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in  such  schedule." 
The  object  of  the  latter  part  of  the  clause  is,  that  where 
the  prisoner  is  indebted   on  a  negotiable  security,  and 
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where  he  could  not  be  reasonably  expected  to  know  the   ^ch,  of  PUas, 
name  of  the  holder,  he  may  be  discharged  without  stating  ^ 

the  name,  provided  the  instrument  itself  be  sufficiently  Botdell 
described  in  the  schedule,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  Champnsts. 
he  has  given  a  true  description  of  it..  That  appears  to 
me  the  rational  and  plain  construction  of  the  46th  section : 
and  it  is  confirmed  by  the  61st»  which  protides  that  after 
the  party  shall  have  become  entitled  to  the. benefit  of  the 
act,  no  writ  of  fi.  fa.  or  elegit  shall  issue  on  acty  jiidgment 
obtained  against  hitfn  for  any  debt  xa  sum  of  money  with 
respect  to  which  he  shall  have  so  become  entitled^  nor  in 
any  action  on  any  new  contract  or  security  for  payment 
thereof.  This  view  agrees  with  the  construction  put  by 
the  Court  on  former  Insolvent  Acts,  not  containing  a 
similar  clause  to  that  at  the  end  of  section  46,  expressly 
enabling  the  insolvent  to  describe  negotiable  securities 
without  stating  the  holders'  names.  Thus,  in  Reeves  v. 
Lambert  (a),  it  was  held,  on  the  1  Geo.  4,  c.  119,  s.  6,  that 
a  statement  in  the  schedule  that  the  insolvent  was  indebted 
to  A.  for  goods,  and  that  A.  held  his  acceptaitce  for  the 
amount,  which  became  due  in  October  1823,  was  a  true 
description  of  the  person  to  whom  the  insolvent  was  in- 
debted, within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  ahhough  A.  had 
indorsed  the  bill  to  B.,  the  insolvent  being  ignorant  of  that 
fact ;  and  the  conclusion  of  the  judgment  is  in  these 
terms : — *^  Besides,  the  prisoner  is  discharged  as  to  the 
debts  mentioned  in  the  schedule.  Here  the  defendant 
has  mentioned  the  original  debt  in  his  schedule,  and  he  is 
discharged  by  force  of  the  Insolvent  Act  as  to  that  debt, 
and  being  discharged  as  to  that  debt^  he  is  disoharged 
from  any  claim  arising  by  reason  of  a  security  given  for 
that  debt.**  That  was  the  view  taken  by  the  Courtj  when 
the  statute  did  not  contain  the  enactment  to  which  I  have 
referred,  which  shews  still  more  strongly  the  intention  of 

(a)  4  B.  &  Gr.  214. 
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Exeh.  q/  PUaSf  the  legislature.  If  the  insolrent  were  not  discharged  as 
to  the  debt  itself,  it  would  be  an  exceedingly  hard  case 
upon  him,  because,  as  to  debts  secured  by  negotiable  in- 
struments, he  would  never  be  free  from  liability. 


Alberson,  B, — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  by  force 
of  the  Insolvent  Act  the  prisoner  is  discharged  from  the 
debt,  and  that  the  only  object  of  the  particular  expressions 
referred  to  in  section  46,  is  to  identify  the  debt  in  respect 
of  which  lie  is  to  be  discharged  ;  and  this  construction  is 
confirmed  by  the  last  clause,  by  which,  when  he  does  not 
know  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  security,  the  debt  is  to  be 
identified  by  setting  forth  the  security  itself.  The  only 
object  is  to  identify  the  debt,  and  to  discharge  the  prisoner 
from  that  debt  when  identified.  The  same  appears  from 
the  cases  deciding  that  where  the  instrument  is  not  quite 
accurately  described,  if  it  be  so  stated  as  that  the  parties 
cannot  be  ipisled,  it  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  prisoner  to 
his  discharge. 

Rule  absolute. 


'Maosb  v.  Atkinson  and  Townley. 


ixSSUMPSIT  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  an 
agreement  to  deliver  fifty  Great  Western  Railway  Shares. 
The  defendants  traversed  the  promise  and  consideration. 


A^  a  broker 
employed  by  B. 
to  leU  certain 
railway  aharei, 
agreed  with  C, 
D.'t  broker,  to 
•ell  him  fifty 

sharei,  of  which  A.  afterwards  informed  his  clerk  at  his  office,  who  made  an  entry  in  the  book 
as  of  a  sale  from  A.  to  C;  and  a  contract  note,  to  the  same  effect,  was  sent  to  C.  A.  sub- 
sequently saw  the  entry  in  the  book,  and  altered  it  by  writing  the  name  of  B.  as  seller,  and 
directed  another  note  to  be  sent  to  C,  with  the  name  of  B.  as  seller.  A  fresh  note  was  accord- 
ingly sent  the  same  evening  or  the  nest  morning,  but  C.  received  them  both  together  the  next 
morning.  C.  did  not  return  the  first  note,  nor  did  A.  request  to  have  it  returned.  In  an  action 
brought  by  D.  against  A.  for  breach  of  the  agreement,  in  not  completing  the  sale,  the  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  cause  left  it  to  the  Jury  to  say  whether  the  second  note  wss  a  correction  of  a 
misuke  in  the  first,  and  told  the  jury  that  if  the  defendant  entered  into  a  written  contract  in  bis 
own  name,  be  could  not  afterwards  set  up  that  he  was  acting  as  broker  merely;  and  that,  although 
known  to  be  a  broker,  if  he  signed  the  contract  in  his  own  name,  he  was  liable: — Held^  that  this 
was  no  misdirection.  Held,  also,  that  evidence -that  it  was  the  custom  in  Liverpool  to  send  in 
broker's  notes  without  disclosing  the  principal's  name,  was  properly  rejected. 
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At  the  trial  before  Patieson^  J.,  at  the  last  Liverpool  iS'c*-  ^/'^^ 

Assizes,  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  defendants  were 

share-brokers  in  Liverpool ;  that  in  the  month  of  DeceiQ- 

ber  last,  Scholes,  the  plaintiff's  broker,  met  the  defendant 

Townley,  and  agreed  with  him  for  the  purchase  of  the 

shares  in  question.     The  defendant  Townley  had  himself 

received  orders  from  a  Mr.  Jacob  to  sell  the  shares  for  him. 

After  the  bargain  with  Scholes,  Townley  went  to  his  office 

and  communicated  to  his  clerks  that  be  had  effected  .a  sale 

of  fifty  shares  to  Scholes,  and  then  went  on  'Change  again. 

One  of  the  clerks  then  made  an  entry  in  the  book  of  a  sale 

as  from  the  defendants  to  Scholes,  and  a  contract  note  to 

the  same  effect  was  sent  to  Scholes.    Shortly  afterwards 

Townley  returned  again  to  his  office,  and  communioated 

to  his  clerks  that  he  had  effected  another  sale  to  a  persop 

of  the  name  of  Buttley,  and  directed  notes  to  beAiade 

out  and  sent  to  Scholes  and  Buttley.   He  then  learnt  that 

the  note  to  Scholes  had  been  sent,  and  finding  it  to  .hav^ 

been  sent  in  the  defendants*  name,  he  altered  the  entry  in 

the  book,  by  inserting  the  name  of  Jacob  as  seller,  and 

directed  another  note  to  be  sent  to  Scholes  with  Jacob's 

name  as  seller.     A  fresh  note  was  sent  accordingly  either 

that  evening  or  the  next  morning,  and  Scholes  the  next 

morning  received  the  two  notes  together.   3cboles  did  not 

return  the  second  note,  nor  did  the  defendants  wish  to  have 

the  first  returned.   Some  evidence  was  given  of  an  alleged 

admission  of  liability  by  the  defendants. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
the  second  note  was  a  correction  of  a  mistake  in  the  first ; 
and  he  told  the  jury  that  if  the  defendants  entered  into  a 
written  contract  in  their  own  names,  they  could  not  after- 
wards set  up  that  they  were  acting  as  brokers  merely;  and 
although  known  to  be  agents,  if  the  defendants  signed 
the  contract  in  their  own  names,  they  were  liable. 

Evidence  was  also  tendered  at  the  trial  to  shew  that 
it  was  the  custom  in  Liverpool  to  send  in  broker's  notes 
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Exeh.  of  Pieai,  Without  disclosing  the  principars  namCi  but  this  eyidence 
was  rejected.  The  plaintiff  having  recovered  a  Terdict 
for  359/., 

Alexander  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection,  and  of  the  rejection  of  evidence. — He  con- 
tended that  the  evidence  of  the  usage  ought  to  have  been 
received  ;  and  that,  as  Mr.  Scholes  must  have  known  that 
the  defendants  were  brokers,  and  were  acting  as  agents, 
they  were  not  personally  liable,  and  that  the  learned  judge 
ought  so  to  have  directed  the  jury.  He  cited  Wilson  v. 
nari  (a). 

Parke,  B. — I  do  not  see  any  default  in  the  rejection  of 
evidence,  because  the  object  of  the  evidence  tendered  was 
to  alter  the  written  contract.  It  was  purely  a  question 
for  the  jury,  and  was  properly  left  to  them  to  consider 
whether  the  second  note  was  a  mere  correction  of  a  mis- 
take, or  whether  the  contract  was  that  stated  in  the  first 
note.  The  defendants  ought  to  have  asked  to  have  the 
first  note  given  back.     There  must  be  no  rule. 

Alderson,  B. — The  custom  offered  to  be  proved  is  a 
custom  to  violate  the  common  law  of  England.  It  was 
properly  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  second  note 
was  a  disclosure  of  the  principal's  name  at  the  time  of  the 
contract,  or  whether  it  was  adopted  as  a  variation  of  the 
contract. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  7  Taunt.  295. 
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1837. 


William  Stone,   Executor  of  Benjamin  Rogers,  tu 
Sarah  Rogers,  Executrix  of  George  Rogers. 

JLIEBT  for  goods,  cattle,  stock,  and  other  merchandize, 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff^s  testator  to  the  defen- 
•dant's  testator,,  and  on  an  account  stated  between  them. 
Pleas,  first,  nunquam  indebitatus :  secondly,  a  set*off  for 
work  done  by  the  defendant's  testatoR  with  his  horses, 
cattle,  ploughs,  &c.,  and  fi>r  meat,  drink,  washing,  and 
lodging  provided  by  him,  for  the  plaintiff/s  testalQfj  and 
on  an.  account  stated  between  them;  which, was  denied 
by  the  replication.  The  plaintiff*s  particulars  o£ demand 
were  as  follows  :•;— 

**  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  75/.  10^., 
the  price  and  value  of  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
8«id  Benjamin  Rogers  in  his  lifetime  ta  the  said  George 
Rogers  in  hii^  tifetiine,  the  particular's  whereof  follow; 
aqd  op  an  account  stated : — i 


£    s.  A 

Uay,  at           -        - 

-.       -7    0    0- 

Apples. 

-    10    0    0 

Wheat            -        - 

-     16  10    0. 

a  bullocks       - 

-    2.1    0    0 

$  sheep,  at  86«. 

-.    IP    8    0. 

12  lambs,  at  I6s^     - 

-      9  12    0 

Ifurdle^          •       • 

-        -      10    0 

By  a  written* 
agreement, 
A.  agreed  with 
B<th«tB.thould>, 
bait  bit  (A.'t) 
farm  for  bit  life, 
for  SOI.  a  year, 
rent,  and  the 
whole  of  A/t 
l^ep  and  main« 
tenance;  Bi  to 
talc*  off  the 
•tockat75U0f. 
Bl  having 
Uken  the  itock,. 
and  hadpouef* 
tion  of  the  land 
for  hit  life;— 
Held,  that  hia 
executor  .might, 
be  tued  for  the^ 
75i^  19111.  in  aa 
Indehltatoi 
cpunt  fov 
goodt  told  and 
deliveied. 

that  inaamuch 
af  the  inatru- 
ment  could 
operate,  only  at 
an  agr^ment 
to  grant  B,  a 
future  leaie  of 
t^e  &rm  for  hia 
life,  it  wat  pro- 
perty ttamped 
nlthal^itamp. 


i^TS  10    0 


At:  the  trial  before  WiUiamM,  J;,  at  the  last  Somerset^, 
shire  a^siases^. the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows: — 

The   plaintiff's  and  defendant's  testators,  Benjamin, 
and  George  Rogers,  were  brothers,  and  both  fi^rmers,  the 
former  residing  in  the  house  of  the  latter,  at  Wivelis-. 
combe,  Somersetshire, ,  and  farming  a  copyhold  estate. 

▼0Im.ii,  qo,  m,w^ 
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Exek.  0/  PUoi,  belonging  to  him,  called  Davy's,  about  a  mile  distant. 

'     Benjamin  Rogers  being  in  ill  health,  and  unable  to  attend 

Stonb        to  his  farm,  on  the  10th  September,  1836,  the  brothers 

RooERg.       came  to  the  following  agreement,  which  was  produced  in 

evidence,  stamped  with  a  1/.  agreement  stamp : — 

*'  An  agreement  between  Benjamin  Rogers  and  George 
Rogers,  (that  is  to  say),  George  Rogers  to  have  my  tene«« 
ment  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Davy's,  situate  at 
Croford,  in  the  parish  of  Wiveliscombe,  in  the  county  of 
Somerset,  for  201.  a  year,  and  the  whole  of  my  keep  and 
maintenance  during  the  said  life  of  George  Rogers,  and 
to  take  possession  immediately,  and  begin  to  pay  rent  at 
Michaelmas;  the  said  George  Rogers  to  find  reeds,  lime» 
gads,  and  horse  labour  for  drawing  materials  to  repair 
the  cyder  press  engine,  and  24  hogsheads  to  remain  on 
the  place;  and  to  take  off  the  stock  at  751.  10^.,  and  to 
pay  for  the  grass  seed.  The  stock  are  as  follows,  [then 
followed  the  same  enumeration  of  articles,  at  the  same 
prices,  as  in  the  bill  of  particulars].  As  witness  our  hands 
this  10th  day  of  September,  1836. 

'*  Benjamin  Rogers. 

"  W.  Stone. 

"  E.  R.  Stone.*' 
It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  on  the  production  of 
this  instrument,  that  it  was  inadmissible  in  evidence  for 
want  of  a  lease  stamp ;  and  Corder  v.  Drakeford{a)  was 
referred  to.  The  learned  judge  was  of  that  opinion,  but 
received  the  evidence,  giving  the  defendant  leave  to  move 
to  enter  a  nonsuit.  It  was  proved  by  E.  R.  Stone,  (who 
signed  the  agreement  as  the  agent  of  George  Rogers,  and 
who  was  a  nephew  of  the  two  brothers),  that  he  valued 
the  stock,  &c.  at  Davy's,  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  at 
the  sum  of  75/.  10^.;  and  some  evidence  was  given  of 
George  Rogers  and  his  widow  (the  defendant)  having,  sub- 

(6;  3  Taunt.  382. 


BASTER  TERMi  7  WILL.  IV.  4fK 

sequently  to  the  agreement,  sold  and  received  the  money  E»A.^Pkat, 
for  soir.e  of  the  cattle  on  the  farm  at  Davy*Sy  and  having 
gathered  the  apples.  Benjamin  Rogers  died  very  soon 
after  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  and  George  in  the 
month  of  October  following.  Proof  was  given  of  ad- 
missions by  George  Rogers  and  the  defendant  that  he 
had  bought  the  goods  at  Davy's  for  75/.  10^.:  and  it 
was  proved  also,  that  after  this  action  was  brought,  the 
defendant's  attorney  sent  his  clerk  to  the  plaintiff's  at« 
torney  to  pay  the  75/.  lOs. ;  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  liow- 
ever,  declined  to  receive  it  unless  the  costs  were  also  paid 
or  secured,  and  required  a  cognovit,  which  the  defendant's 
attorney  refused  to  give.  On  this  evidence  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff*,  damages  75/.  lOs, 

On  a  former  day  in  this  term,  Bompas,  Serjt.,  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved  ; 
against  which 

Erie  and  Bere  now  shewed  cause. — ^The  instrument 
given  in  evidence  purports  to  pass  the  tenement  called 
Davy's  to  George  Rogers  for  his  life.  But  not  being  un- 
der seal,  no  estate  of  freehold  could  pass  by  it ;  therefore, 
as  it  cannot  operate  as  a  lease  for  life»  it  must  be  construed, 
in  order  to  give  it  any  operation,  as  an  agreement  only  for 
such  a  lease,  and  as  such  is  properly  stamped  with  an 
agreement  stamp.  [The  Court  having  called  on  BompaSt 
Serjt.,  to  answer  this  argument,  he  objected  that  in  that 
case  the  agreement  could  not  be  declared  upon  in  the 
general  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  but  that  the 
whole  consideration  for  the  contract  of  the  defendant's 
testator,  of  which  the  agreement  for  the  possession  of  the 
land  was  a  part,  must  be  stated  on  the  record].  Whenever 
a  special  contract  for*the  sale  of  goods  has  been  actually 
performed,  it  may  be  declared  on  as  for  goods  sold  and  de- 

og2 
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EMtk.  cfPhdi,  livered;  Leeds yf.  Burrows  (a);  Selw.  N.  P.  71,  (7th  ed.); 
^^'  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  372,  881  (5th  ed.)  Here,  there  is  no 
doobt  that  the  contract  had  been  fully  executed ;  George 
Rogers  and  his  widow  were  in  possession  of  the  land,  and 
bad  taken  the  goods;  and  the  time  has  run  out  within 
which  any  part  of  the  agreement  could  remain  to  be  per- 
formed. Every  thing  has  been  done  which  was  to  be  done 
in  order  to  put  the  defendant  under  a  liability  to  pay  the 
price  of  the  goods.  The  admission  of  the  defendant's  at- 
torney of  itself  clearly  shews  that  a  debt  existed  for  the 
sum  of  75/.  lOs.  But  it  may  also  be  contended  that  this  is 
a  divisible  agreement;  and  that  the  stipulation  for  grant* 
ing  a  lease  is  altogether  independent  of  the  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  goods.  The  consideration  for  the  demise 
is  the  maintenance  of  Benjamin;  the  consideration  for 
the  payment  of  the  money  is  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
goods, 

BompaSf  Serjt.,  and  Butif  contra. — It  is  clear  that  a 
count  in  assumpsit  must  state  the  whole  consideration  for 
the  defendant's  promise ;  Clarke  v.  Bray  (6).  [Parie,  B. — 
That  was  not  the  case  of  an  indebitatus  count].  There  is 
nodifference  as  regards  the  application  of  this  rule  between 
a  special  and  a  general  count.  [Parke^  B. — It  is  clear  (hat 
the  rule  which  requires  that  no  more  than  the  whole  con* 
sideration  be  stated,  does  not  apply  to  indebitatus  assump- 
sit]. That  is  because  an  indebitatus  count. — as  for  goods 
sold  and  delivered — ^is  as  it  were  multifarious;  the  plaintiff 
may  recover  under  it  on  any  number  of  different  contracts: 
but  the  goods  sold  and  delivered  form  the  whole  considera- 
tion. In  covenant,  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  whole  con- 
sideration be  not  set  out  as  stated  in  the  deed,  it  is  a  fatal 
variance ;  SwaUow  v.  Beaumont  (c).     Here  the  considera- 


(a)  12  East,  I.  (6)  6  East,  564. 

(c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  765  \  1  Chit.  Rep.  51S. 
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tion  is  clearly  one  and  entire;  and  the  contract  is  not|  as  ^ch.  qfPkatf 

has  been  contended  on  the  other  side,  a  divisible  one* 

[jParkCj  B. — I  do  not  think  it  is  divisible;   the  parties 

would  doubtless  never  have  taken  to  the  goods  but  for  the 

agreement  that  they  should   have  the  farm.    But  the 

question  is,  whether,  when  the  plaintiff  bos  performed  the 

whole  of  his  agreement,  the  defendant  does  not  become  a 

debtor  for  the  goods,  so  as  that  they  may  be  sued  for  aa 

goods  sold  and  delivered].     The  constideratioQ  is  in  no 

degree  varied  by  part  of  the  agreement  being  performed* 

The  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  when  the  whole 

of  a  special  contract  has  been  performed,  the  iodebitatua 

count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  is  sulBBcient,  are  cases 

in  which  the  whole  of  the  complicated  consideration,  when 

performed,  does  amount  to  a  simple  sale  of  the  goods  \  as 

where  many  different  descriptions  of  goods  are  to  be  de« 

livered-^when  they  have  been  delivered^  the  general  to\m% 

applies.   But  this  is  the  case  of  a  joint  consideration,  a  part 

of  which  cannot,  when  executed,  be  correctly  expressed 

as  being  goods  sold  and  delivered  t — it  is  goods  sold  and 

delivered,  and  the  agreement  for  a  leasci  conjoined.  At  all 

events,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  shewn  by  distinct  and 

express  evidence  that  all  the  things  had  been  done  which 

his  testator  stipulated  to  do,  and  that  nothing  remained  to 

be  done  but  the  payment  of  the  money. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged*  The  question  comes  before  the  court  in  con- 
sequence of  the  point  reserved  by  the  learned  judge,  but 
not  exactly  in  the  way  in  which  it  was  presented  by  that 
reservation :  however,  the  point  having  been  reserved,  we 
may  deal  with  the  whole  case,  and  see  whether,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  This 
is  an  action  by  the  executor  of  one  testator  against  the 
executor  of  another  testator,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
to  which  there  is  a  plea  of  the  general  issue.    To  prove 
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Exeh.  qf  PUat,  the  plaintifTs  case,  the  agreement  was  put  in :  it  was  ob- 
jected that  it  is  not  properly  stamped ;  so  it  appeared  to 
the  learned  judge ;  he,  however,  received  the  document  in 
evidence,  and  admitted  also  other  evidence  of  the  trans- 
actions between  the  parties,  reserving  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court  the  question  whether  the  agreement  was 
rightly  received.  I  think  the  learned  judge  was  right 
in  receiving  it,  and  that  it  was  properly  stamped ; 
because,  on  looking  to  it,  it  appears  to  be  nothing  but  an 
agreement,  and  to  have  no  other  operation.  It  is  to  this 
effect ;  Benjamin  Rogers  agrees  that  George  shall  have 
his  farm  for  his  life  for  20/.  a  year  and  the  maintenance  of 
Benjamin,  to  take  possession  immediately;  and  George 
agrees  to  take  the  stock  and  goods  therein  enumerated 
for  751.  lOs.,  according  to  the  valuation  annexed.  It  is 
clear  that  this  instrument  could  not  operate  as  a  lease,  but 
only  as  an  agreement  to  grant  a  future  lease,  for  the  life 
of  George  Rogers ;  and  therefore  it  was  properly  stamped. 
Then,  primd  facie,  the  latter  stipulation  would  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  if  he  shewed  that  the  defendant's  tes- 
tator had  taken  to  the  stock,  and  had  had  possession  of 
the  land :  and  there  was  such  evidence  in  this  case — in 
particular,  the  admission  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  which 
went  to  shew  that  the  testator  had  had  everything  which 
made  him  liable  to  pay  the  75/.  \0s.  for  the  goods.  The 
next  objection  made  is  that,  supposing  the  plaintiff  to  be 
entitled  to  recover  in  some  form  of  action,  he  cannot  re- 
cover in  this  form,  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  But 
I  think  this  form  of  declaration  was  proper  in  this  case. 
The  rule  is  properly  laid  down  by  Mr.  Starkie  (a),  that 
'*  where  the  terms  of  a  special  agreement  have  been  per* 
formed  so  as  to  leave  a  mere  simple  debt  or  duty  between 
the  parties,  the  plyntiff  may  give  the  circumstances  in 
evidence,  and  recover  under  a  general  count  of  indebitatus 
assumpsit."  The  question  therefore  is,  whether  there  is 
(a)  1  Stark.  End. 
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evidence  that  everything  was  done  which  would  leave  the  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 
defendant's  testator  in  the  simple  relation  of  debtor  to  the 
plaintiff's  testator  for  goods  sold  and  delivered;  and  as  I 
have  already  intimated,  I  think  there  is  such  evidence. 
There  might  be  a  difficulty  if  no  precise  sum  were  stated 
as  to  be  paid  for  the  goods  sold  and  delivered — if  an  entire 
8um  were  payable  for  the  grant  of  the  lease  and  for  the 
goods;  but  the  agreement  distinctly  expresses  that  the 
sum  of  75/.  lOs,  is  to  be  paid  for  the  goods  alone.  If| 
then,  that  has  been  done  which  leaves  the  party  in  the 
simple  relation  of  debtor  for  the  goods,  he  may  be  sued  as 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  and  there  was  ample  evi* 
dence  for  the  jury  that  such  was  the  case.  If  the  stipula- 
tion had  been  for  an  actual  present  lease  to  be  granted, 
the  party  would  not  have  been  bound  to  pay  for  the  gooiis 
until  that  stipulation  was  performed ;  but  even  in  that  case, 
there  would  be  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  that; 
the  admission  of  the  defendant's  attorney  would  be  some 
evidence  that  everything  had  been  done  which  could  entitle 
the  plaintiff's  testator  to  payment  for  the  goods.  But  the 
actual  grant  of  the  lease  was  clearly  no  condition  precedent 
to  the  payment;  the  only  condition  precedent  was  that 
which  the  agreement  itself  in  its  very  frame  accomplished, 
viz.  the  agreement  to  grant  a  lease.  All,  therefore,  has  been 
done  which  made  the  one  party  simply  the  debtor  of 
the  other.  I  give  no  opinion  whether  such  would  be 
the  state  of  things  where  there  was  one  entire  price 
agreed  on  for  the  goods  and  for  something  else  also; 
there,  however,  the  question  might  arise  (as  indeed  it 
might  in  this  case),  whether  the  taking  to  the  goods  would 
not  raise  a  new  implied  contract  to  pay  for  them  according 
to  their  value.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  put  this  case 
upon  that  ground:  my  judgment  proceeds  on  this, — that 
here  is  a  stipulated  price  for  stipulated  goods,  and  that 
everything  was  done  which  made  it  obligatory  on  the 
party  to  pay  that  price  for  those  goods  as  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered. 
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&db.  ef  Pkat,      BoLlAND,  B. — ^I  am  of  ibe  same  opinion.    It  is  said  for 
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the  defendant,  and  I  think  truly»  that  if  there  be  a  special 
agreement  in  consideration  of  a  number  of  different  things 
to  be  done,  all  those  things  must  be  proved  to  have  been 
done  in-order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover:  and  but 
for  the  admission  of  the  defendant's  agent,  of  her  liability 
for  the  75/.  lOs^,  this  case  would  in  my  opinion  have  stood 
on  very  different  grounds^  If  the  defendant  had  had 
everything  specifically  proved  which  she  now  requires 
should  have  been  proved,  she  would  be  in  no  different 
situation  from  that  in  which  this  admission  of  her  agent 
places  her,  because  it  amounts  to  this,  that  everything  was 
done  which  was  to  be  complied  with  in  order  to  make  her 
iiable.  If  that  admission  had  not  been  an  ingredient  in 
the  case,  I  should  have  taken  a  very  different  view  of  it. 

AxDERSOK,  B.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged^ 


MiNSHALL  and  Another  i;.  Lloyd,  Esq. 

K^'to'a^for  Trover  for  steam  engines,  whimseys,  pumps^  Wag- 
tiyeun,  acoi-  gons,  iron  rails,  and  other  machinery  and  implements  of  a 
right  of  putting   coUicry.     Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  goods 


up 

engines,  &C.&C.I 

for  working  it,  subject  to  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent  Or  insoWeney.  B. 
erected  on  the  colliery  several  steam-engines,  affixed  in  the  ordinary  way  to  the  soil,  and 
afterwards,  in  1827,  assigned  the  colliery^  with  the  engines,  implements,  &c.  in  use  upon  it,  to 
trustees,  In  trust  to  permit  B.  to  enjoy  them  until  de&nlt  in  payment  of  an  annuity  granted  by 
him{  and  on  such  default  to  take  possession,  and  sell  them  and  pay  the  arrears.  In  June,  1829, 
A.  recovered  possession  of  the  premises  in  ejectment  brought  in  pursuance  of  the  proviso  for  re- 
entry. In  November,  1829,  the  engines  and  other  articles  on  the  colliery  were  seised  under  a 
iL  fiL,  at  the  suit  of  an  execution  creditor  of  B. : — Held,  that  the  trustees  could  not  recoTer  the 
steam-engines  in  trover  against  the  thtriSt-^Held  also,  that  the  omission  of  the  trustees  to  take 
possession  on  B.'s  default  in  payment  of  the  annuity,  did  not  avoid  the  assignment 

Itt  an  action  of  trorer  against  the  sheriff,  for  goods  seised  under  a  fi.  fa.,  the  warrant  of  seixnre 
was  not  produced,  nor  any  notice  given  to  produce  it.  It  was  proved  that  the  sheriff's  officer  who 
msde  theseisuie  had  put  his  son  into  posses^iion,  and  given  the  warrant  to  him;  the  son  sUted 
that  he  believed  he  returned  it  either  to  his  father  or  to  the  sheriff's  office.  The  officer  said  that 
it  was  his  custom  to  deliver  the  warrants  to  the  auctioneer,  that  they  might  be  transmitted  with 
the  auction  sheet  to  the  Excise-office,  through  the  supervisor  of  excise  for  the  district:  that  he  had 
searched  his  own  papers  for  it,  and  had  inquired  for  it  at  the  sheriff's  office.  A  search  was  also 
proved  among  the  auctioneer's  papers,  and  at  the  Excbe-office;  but  the  supervisor  was  not  called, 
nor  any  search  of  his  papers  proved:— fle«,  that  reasonable  proof  was  given  of  the  loss  of  the 
warrant,  so  as  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  contenU,  in  order  to  connect  the  sheriff  with  the 
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and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  not  the  Bxeh.  of  piea§, 
property  of  the  plaintiffs;  thirdly,  the  Statute  ofLimita*     ^   ^^^'   ^ 
tions :  on  which  issues  were  joined.     At  the  trial  before     Mivbrall 
Vaughan,  J.,  at  the  Denbighshire  Summer  assizes,  18S6,       Llotd. 
the  facts  appeared  to  be  as  follows: — 

By  lease,  dated  1st  June,  1824,  Mrs.  Sarah  Youde, 
being  tenant  for  life  of  an  estate  called  the  Plas  Madoc 
estate,  and  certain  collieries  therein,  called  the  Plas  MadoC 
collieries,  in  the  parish  of  Ruabon,  in  the  county  of 
Denbigh,  demised  to  her  son  Edward  Youde,  who  was 
tenant  in  remainder  of  the  same  property,  all  the  mines  of 
coal  and  other  minerals  being  in  and  upon  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises  called  the  Plas  Madoc  estate,  for 
twenty-one  years,  at  an  annual  rent  of  300/.,  with  power  to 
him  to  erect  and  set  up  steam  and  other  engines,  ma* 
chinery,  &c.  &c.,  necessalry  for  working  the  mines  \  subject 
to  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  default  in  payment  of  the  rent 
for  forty  days  after  any  of  the  days  appointed  for  payment^ 
or  if  the  lessee,  his  executors,  &c.,  should  make  any  assign^ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  or  should  become 
insolvent.  In  the  course  of  the  years  1825  and  1806 
Edward  Youde  placed  on  the  premises  various  engines, 
machinery,  and  implements,  including  those  which  were 
the  subject  of  this  action.  The  steam-engines  and  other 
stationary  machinery  were  let  into  the  ground  in  the  usual 
manner.  By  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the 
3rd  and  4th  January,  1837,  Edward  Youde,  in  considera^ 
tion  of  5,000^.,  granted  to  Mrsi  Elisabeth  Whalley  an 
annuity  of  850/.  during  his  life,  and  conveyed  and  assigned 
to  the  plaintiffs,  Messrs.  Minshall  and  Veysey,  as  trustees 
for  Mrs.  Whalley,  all  his  interest  in  the  Plas  Madoc 
mansion-house  and  estate,  the  mines  of  coal  and  other 
minerals  lying  within  or  under  the  same,  and  all  the 
8team*engines,  boats,  waggons,  horses,  carriages,  and  other 
things  of  him  the  said  Edward  Youde  which  then  were, 
or  at  any  time  during   the  continuance  of  the  annuity 
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Exeh.  ^  PUat,  should  be,  used  or  employed  in  the  mining,  working,  and 
^  '  ^     carrying  away  of  such  coals  and  other  mines  and  minerals, 
MiNiuALL      upon  trust  to  permit  Edward  Youde  to  hold  and  enjoy  the 
Lloto.        said  hereditaments  and  premises  until  default  should  be 
ttiade  in  payment  of  the  annuity  for  two  calendar  months 
after  any  of  the  days  of  payment,  and  on  such  default  to  en- 
ter, and  sell  and  dispose  of  them  in  order  to  satisfy  the  ar- 
rears.    Edward  Youde  continued  to  work  the  mines  on  his 
own  account  until  the  month  of  November,  1 827,when  he  un- 
derlet them  for  fourteen  years  to  the  plaintiff  Veysey,  to- 
gether with  two  other  persons  of  the  names  of  Jackson  and 
Saunders.   The  rent  of  SOO/.  reserved  by  the  original  lease 
having  fallen  into  arrear,  and  Edward  Youde  being  in  a  state 
of  insolvency,  Mrs. Youde  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover 
possession  of  the  mines  under  the  proviso  for  re-entry, 
and  in  June,  1829,  the  whole  of  the  premises  were  delivered 
to  her  by  the  sheriff  of  Denbighshire  under  a  writ  of  pos- 
session ;  and  she  continued  to  work  one  of  the  mines.     In 
November,  18S9,  the  engines,  machinery,  and  implements, 
which  still  remained  on  the  premises,  were  seized  under  an 
alias  fieri  facias  issued  upon  a  judgment  at  the  suit  of  the 
assignees  of  Messrs.  Corser,  Naylor,  &  Co.,  bankers  at 
Whitchurch,  Shropshire,  against  Edward  Youde  and  his 
sister  Julia  Youde,  for  a  debt  of  upwards  of  800L  due  on 
certain  promissory  notes :  and  on  the  9th  November,  they 
were  sold  to  satisfy  this  execution.     On  the  3rd  October, 
1835,  the  present  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs 
as  the  trustees  of  Mrs.  Whalley,  (to  whom  no  payment  had 
ever  been  made  on  account  of  the  annuity),  against  the 
defendant,  who  was  the  sheriff  of  Denbighshire  at  the 
time  of  the  above  seizure  and  sale,  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  engines,  machinery,  &c.  so  sold.     The  warrant  under 
which  the  officer  levied  was  not  produced,  nor  was  any 
notice  given  to  the  defendant  to  produce  it.    The  writ  of 
fieri  facias  was  produced  by  the  defendant,  but  no  memo- 
randum or   indorsement  of  the  officer's  name  appeared 
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upon  it.  TbeoflScer,JolinWil(l,wa8  called,  and  stated  that  Ereh.  ofPUat, 
he  made  the  levy,  and  should  not  have  done  so  without  a 
warrant;  that  the  custom  at  that  time  was  for  the  officers  to 
deliver  such  warrants  to  the  auctioneer  who  sold  the  goods, 
in  order  that  they  might  be  transmitted  to  the  excise  office 
together  with  the  auction  sheet:  that  he  had  searched 
among  his  papers,  and  had  inquired  at  the  under-sheriff's 
office,  but  could  not  find  the  warrant.     He  stated  also 
that  he  had  put  his  son  into  possession  after  the  levy  was 
made,  and,  as  he  believed,  gave  him  the  warrant.     The 
son,  being  also  called,  said  that  his  father  put  him  into 
possession,   and    gave    him    the  warrant;    and  that    he 
believed  he  returned  it   either    to  his  father  or  to  the 
sheriff's  office.     The  plaintiffs  then  called  the  widow  and 
executrix  of  the  auctioneer,  who  proved  that   she  had 
searched  her  husband's  papers  for  the  warrant  without 
finding  it ;  and  also  a  clerk  from  the  head  excise  office  in 
London,  who  produced  from  the  office  the  auction  sheet 
of  this  sale,  and  said  that  no  warrant  was  attached  to  it, 
and  that  the  excise  laws  did  not  require  the  warrants  to 
be   transmitted  to  the  office.     He   stated,  however,   on 
cross-examination,  that  the  auction  sheets  were  forwarded 
through   the  supervisor  of  excise  for  the  district,  who 
sent  up  at  one  time   the  auction  sheets   of  many  sales ; 
that  all  those  so  sent  up  together  were  kept  in  the  same 
envelope ;  that  in  the  envelope  in  which  this  was  foitnd 
there  were  many  others,  to  none  of  which  warrants  were 
annexed ;  and  tliat  he  had  not  searched  beyond  that  en- 
velope.    The  supervisor   was  not  called,   nor   was  any 
search  proved  among  his  papers.     It  was  objected  for  the 
defendant,  that  this  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  let  in 
secondary  proof  of  the  warrant;  the  learned  judge  how- 
ever ruled  that  it  was,  but  gave  the  defendant  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  a  differ- 
ent opinion.     The  authority   of  the  defendant   for  the 
seizure  under  the  fieri  facias  was  accordingly  proved  by 


454  CASES  IN  THB  KXCHBQUBR, 

Exeh.  rfPieoit  the  bailiff*;  and  the  value  of  the  engines,  machinery,  and 
implements  sold  heing  estimated  by  consent  at  lOOOA,  and 
that  of  the  steam  engines  and  other  fixed  machinery  at 
760/.,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  former 
sum,  subject  to  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  point  before 
stated,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  transfer  of  the 
machinery,  &c.  by  the  annuity  deed  was  void  for  want  of  a 
change  of  possession ;— or  to  reduce  the  damages  by  the 
latter  sum,  on  the  grounds  that  by  the  possession  taken 
under  the  ejectment  the  engines  revested  in  Mrs*  Youde, 
the  lessor,  and  also  that  trover  could  not  be  maintained 
for  such  engines. 

In  Michaelmas  teripi  CrensweU  moved  pursuant  to  the 
leave  reserved,  and  obtained  a  rule  on  all  the  above  points, 
excepting  that  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  annuity  deed ; 
the  Court  observing  that  the  case  was  very  different  from 
that  of  an  omission  to  take  possession  under  a  deed  con* 
templating  an  immetUate  change  of  possession.  Here  the 
deed  contemplated  that  Edward  Youde  should  continue 
in  possession  until  default,  and  it  was  the  mere  omission  of 
the  trustees  to  take  possession  after  default. 

Jervis  and  Mather  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule. 
•^ First,  there  was  sufficient  proof  of  search  for  the  war- 
rant to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  in  order  to  connect  the 
sheriff  with  the  bailiff.  The  warrant  is  an  instrument 
which  the  bailiff  ought  to  keep  for  his  own  protection, 
and  which  the  sheriff  is  not  the  proper  party  to  have  the 
custody  of.  Recc  v.  Stourbridge  (a)  was  a  stronger  case 
than  the  present.  There  it  appeared  that  an  indenture 
of  apprenticeship  had  been  given  to  the  wife  of  a  market 
gardener,  to  take  it  to  the  overseers  of  the  pariah  by 
which  the  apprentice  was  bound  out;    that  the  market 

(a;  8  B.  &  Cr.  96 ;  2  Man.  &  R.  43. 
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gardener  and  his  wife  were  both  dead,  the  wife  having  Bxeh.  nf  Phot, 
been  the  survivor;  and  it  was  held  that  a  search  for  the 
indenture  in  the  parish  chesti  in  which  it  was  the  over- 
seer's duty,  if  it  came  into  his  hands,  to  deposit  it,  was  of 
itself  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents. 
That  ease  directly  meets  the  observation  which  will  pro- 
bably be  made  on  the  other  side,  that  a  search  ought  to 
have  been  made  for  the  warrant  among  the  supervisor's 
papers*    But  a,»  it  was  his  duty,  if  it  came  into  his  posses- 
sion, to  transmit  it  to  the  excise-office,  it  will  be  pre* 
sumed  either  that  he  did  so,  or  that  it  had  been  lost. 
But  further,  the  warrant  Iiaving  done  its  office,  so  that  it 
was  no  longer  of  consequence  to  preserve  it,  much  less 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  raise  a' presumption  of  its  loss,  than 
would  otherwise  be  necessary.    Brewster  v.  SeweU{a\ 
Freeman  V.  AsheU{b)t  Kensington  v.  Inglis{c).  [The  Court 
h^re  intimated  that  they  mightproceed  to  the  other  points]. 
Sndly.  It  must  be  admitted  that  trover  cannot  be  main- 
tained for  articles  which  are  strictly  fixtures.    But  it  is 
submitted  that  these  engines  are  not  so,  but  are  rather  to 
be  considered  as  mere  annexations  to  the  freehold ;  or  at 
iJl  events,  that  they  are  such  fixtures  as  are  privileged  for 
the  purposes  of  trade,  and  were  removable  and  assignable  by 
the  lessee.    There  seems,  moreover,  to  be  a  distinction  be- 
tween those  fixtures  which  a  tenant  voluntarily  surrenders 
to  the  landlord  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  those 
which  the  landlord  takes  by  a  compulsory  entry.     In  Lyde 
V.  Russell  (d),  the  Court  acted  upon  the  doctrine  that  on  the 
expiration  of  the  term  fixtures  put  up  by  the  tenant  be- 
come a  gfjfi  in  law  to  the  reversioner.    That  principle 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  case  where  the  reversioner  takes 
compulsory  possession    of   them.    So  also,  where    the 
tenancy  is  determined  by  death,  fixtures  erected  during 

(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  296.  (c)  8  East,  273. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Cr.  494 ;  3  Dowl.         (d)  \B.&  ^.  394.. 
&  R.  669. 
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Exeh.  ofj^ieoi,  the  term  will  not  go  to  the  landlord.  In  Davis  v.  Jones  (a), 
certain  parts  of  a  machine  put  up  by  the  tenant  during  his 
term,  which  were  capable  of  being  removed  without  in- 
juring the  other  parts  of  the  machine  or  the  building,  and 
had  been  usually  valued  between  the  outgoing  and  in- 
coming tenant,  were  held  to  be  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  outgoing  tenant,  for  which  he  might  maintain  trover. 
The  relaxation  of  the  old  strict  rule  as  to  fixtures  is  much 
greater  as  between  landlord  and  tenant  than  as  between 
heir  and  executor;  Lawion  v.Lawlon(b);  Lord  Dudley 
V.  Lord  Ward{c).  IParke,  B. — One  question  is,  whether^ 
in  strict  law,  the  plaintiffs,  who  represent  Edward  Youde, 
the  lessee,  could  derive  from  him  any  greater  right  than 
to  remove  the  fixtures  during  the  term,  or  while  they 
continued  in  possession  after  it  expired  ?  Even  supposing 
these  engines,  therefore,  to  be  the  subject  of  an  action  of 
trover,  can  the  plaintiffs  maintain  trover  for  them  ?]  The 
plea  alleges  that  they  are  not  the  plaintiff*'  goods  for  any 
purposes:  the  sheriff,  at  all  events,  has  no  right  to  say  that 
as  against  the  plaintiffs.  The  rule  of  law  established  by 
the  modern  cases  is,  that  the  lessee  has  a  right  to  remove 
articles  annexed  to  the  freehold,  which  are  removeable 
without  injury  to  the  freehold  :  Penlon  v.  Robart  (</) ; 
Elwes  v.Maw{e)i  Trappes  y.  Harier(f) ;  and  for  such 
annexations  trover  may  be  maintained.  [Parte,  B. — Some 
doubt  has  been  thrown  on  Trappcs  v.  Harier,  as  far  as 
it  bears  upon  this  point]. 

Cresswell,  Tyrwhiiif  and  Welsby^  in  support  of  the 
rule.—First,  no  sufficient  search  for  the  warrant  was 
proved,  so  as  to  let  in  secondary  evidence.  A  warrant 
of  seizure  by  no  means  becomes,  as  has  been  saidj  a  use- 


(fl)  2  B.  &  Aid.  165.  (</)  2  East,  83. 

{h)  3  Atk.  13.  (e)  3  East,  38. 

(c)  Ambl.  13.  (/)  2  C.  &  M.  153 ;  3  Tyr.  604. 
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less  document  after  the  execution  has  been  levied :  it  is  ^ck.  rf  PUast 

1837. 
frequently  needed  for  the  protection  of  the  officer  or  of  the 

sheriflT.  Here  there  was  no  notice  to  the  defendant  to 
produce  the  warrant,  nor  any  search  proved  at  the  office, 
so  as  to  supply  the  place  of  such  notice.  There  is  no 
satisfactory  proof  that  it  was  delivered  to  the  auctioneer ; 
if  it  was  not,  Wild  the  son  retained  it,  and  no  search  is 
proved  among  his  papers;  and  if  it  was,  the  presumption 
is  that  the  auctioneer  delivered  it  to  the  supervisor^  through 
whom  the  papers  were  transmitted  to  the  excise-office :  and 
as  it  appears  that  this  document  had  not  found  its  way  to 
the  excise-office,  the  supervisor  ought  to  have  been  called 
to  state  what  had  become  of  it,  or  evidence  should  have 
been  given  of  a  search  among  his  papers.  The  rule  is, 
that  such  proof  must  be  adduced  as  shall  reasonably 
satisfy  the  Court  that  the  document  is  lost;  and  it 
was  quite  as  reasonable  that  the  plaintiS's  should  supply 
this  link  in  the  chain  of  proof  as  to  the  transmission 
of  the  warrant,  as  those  which  were  supplied  by  the 
searches  at  the  auctioneer's  and  at  the  excise-office.  AH 
the  cases  lay  down,  that  in  the  absence  of  notice  to  the 
sheriff  to  produce  the  warrant,  its  non-production  ought 
to  be  accounted  for  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence. 
Drake  v.Syies(a),  Martin  v.  Bell  {b),  Hill  s.  Sheriff  of 
Middlesex  {c),  Taplin  v.  Atijf  (d). 

Secondly,  the  whole  engines  being  affixed  to  the  free- 
hold, are  not  the  less  fixtures,  because  parts  of  them  may 
be  removed  without  damage  to  the  freehold  itself.  The 
removal  even  of  those  paits  would  prevent  the  engines 
from  working,  and  so  be  an  injury  to  the  freehold.  Nor 
is  there  any  distinction  between  the  case  where  the  term 
expires  by  effluxion  of  time,  and  where  it  is  determined 
by  forfeiture ;  Slorery.  Hunter  (e).     It  is  not,  in  such  case, 

(a)  7T.R.  113.  (d)  3  Bing.   164;    10  Mock, 

(6)  1  Surk.  Rep.  413.  564. 

(c)  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  217;  7  («)  3  B.  &  Cr.368;  5  DowL 
Taunt.  8.  &  It  240. 


458  CA8E8  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

E*tX  of  Pleat,  determined  by  the  act  of  the  landlord^  but  by  the  wilful 
1837  *  If 

default  of  the  tenant.    If  the  fixtures  are  to  be  considered 

as  reverting  to  the  landlord  by  the  gifi  of  the  tenant,  it 

would  follow  that  the  tenant's  declaration  that  he  did  not 

intend  to  give  them  to  the  landlord  might  defeat  such  gift. 

Alderson^  B. — Is  it  not  a  presumption  oflau>  that  he  gives 

them  to  the  landlord,  unless  he  removes  them  during  the 

tierm  ?]    It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  lessee  had  the 

right  to  nemove  these  engines  at  all ;  but  if  he  had,  that 

right  was  clearly  coexistent  oqly  with  his  tenancy* 

But,  at  all  events,  they  cannot  be  recovered  in  trover^ 

Zfeer.  Risdon  (a).  Coombs y.  Beaumont  (b),  Hallen  v. 

Bunder  (c),  Boydell  v.  M' Michael  (d).    The  authority 

qf  Trappes  v.  Harter^  which  is  the  only  case  apparently  in 

favour  of  the  plaintiffs  on  this  pointy  has  been  much  shaken 

by  the  tfiro  latter  cases. 

Parke,  B.— I  think  the  rule  should  be  discb^ged  as  io 
entering  a  nonsuit,  but  that  it  must  be  made  absolute  for 
reducing  the  damages  to  the  value  of  the  movjeable  articles. 
The  first  point  is»  whether  reasonable  diligence  was  used 
to  find  the  warrant,  so  as  to  raise  a  presumption  of  its  loss: 
t}iat  is  a  question  for  the  Court  to  decide.  Prim4.  facie, 
the  warrant  ought  to  be  produced  as  the  authority  under 
ilfhich  the  seizure  is  made ;  if  it^be  not  produci^d^  due  dili- 
gence must  be  shewn  to  have  been  iised  to  find  it.  I 
think  in  this  case  due  diligence  was  used.  The  ofiicer  re- 
ceives the  warrant  from  the  sherifi^,  and  ought  to  keep  it 
fpr  his  own  protection ;  he  is  not  necessarily  to  leave  it  in 
the  possession  of  the  sheriflT.  Here  the  olOScer  is  called, 
and  he  has  it  not;  and  on  his  evidence,  I  thinly  the  sheriff's 
qffice  is  excluded ;  &>r  he  says  he  inquired  there  for  it  in 
v^in.   According  to  his  evidence,  it  comes  into  the  hands  of 

(<i)  7  Tjiunt.  191.  (c)  1 C.  M.  &  R.  2^. 

(&)6JB.&Ad72j  2N,&M.235.       (rf)Ibid.l77. 
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the  auctioneer :  the  son's  statement,  however,  is  that  it  was  Eiek.  ^  PUoi, 

1B37. 
delivered  to  him ;  but  he  does  not  produce,  if,  and  it  may 

reasonably  be  presumed  that  it  was  returned  by  him  to  his 
father.  That  brings  it  back  to  the  hands  of  the  auctioneer, 
whose  business  it  was  to  transmit  it  through  the  supervisor 
to  the  Excise-office.  We  must  conclude  that  the  super- 
visor did  his  duty,  and  sent  up  all  the  papers  delivered 
to  him ;  nor  is  it  a  document  which  he  would  be  likely  to 
keep.  The  reasonable  presumption  is,  therefore,  that  it 
was  lost  by  the  sheriff's  officer  or  the  auctioneer. 

Then,  as  to  the  other  point,  we  must  take  these  engines, 
on  the  report  of  the  learned  Judge,  to  have  been  in  part 
affixed  in  a  substantial  manner  to  the  freehold,  in  the  ordi- 
nary way  in  which  steam-engines  are  erected ;  and  the 
law  is  clearly  settled  by  the  cases  of  Lee  v.  Risdon,  and 
Hallen  v.  Runder,  that  every  thing  substantially  and  per- 
manently affixed  to  the  soil  is  in  law  sl  fixture.  The  prin- 
ciple of  law  is,  that  **  quicquid  solo  plantatur  solo  cedit." 
The  right  of  a  tenant  is  only  to  remove  during  his  term  the 
fixtures  he  may  have  put  up,  and  so  to  make  them  cease  to 
beany  longer  fixtures.  That  right  of  the  tenant  enables  the 
sheriff  to  take  them  under  a  writ,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
tenant's  creditor.  I  assent  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
Coombs  V.  Beaumont  and  BoydeU  v.  M* Michael,  that  such 
fixtures  are  not  goods  and  chattels  within  the  bankrupt 
law,  though  they  are  goods  and  chattels  when  made  such  by 
the  tenant's  severance,  or  for  tlte  benefit  of  execution  cre- 
ditors.  The  old  law,  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Holt  in  Poolers 
case  (a),  cited  in  Lyde  v.  Russell  SLjnd  Penion  y.Robarif  was 
as  I  have  stated.  These  engines,  therefore,  were  never 
goods  and.  chattels  at  all,  so  as  to  pass  to  the  plaintiffs. 
They  had  only  the  same  right  of  removal  as  the  tenant, 
which  certainly  ceased  in  June  18S9 :  and  that  right  of  re* 
moval  would  not  have  enabled  him  to  sue  in  trover  for  them, 

(a)  1  Salk.  368. 
VOL.  II.  H  H  M.  W. 


460  CA8BS.  IN  THE   EXCHBQUBIt, 

Egek.  •/  PU6$,  even  during  hb  tenn.  The  judgment  in  Diwis  ▼•  JancM  pro- 
ceeded entirely  on  the  ground  that  the  jibs,  which  were  tiie 
subject  of  the  action,  were  not  fixtures  at  all,  hot  mere 
personal  chattels.  Here  there  is  no  doubt  diatthe  steam- 
engines  were  left  affised  to  the  freehold  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term,  and  after  the  plaintiffs  had  any  right  to 
consider  themselves  tenants ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  trover 
is  not  maintwiable  for  them. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the 
first  point,  I  think  there  was  suflScient  evidence  of  search 
for  the  warrant  to  let  in  secondary  evidence.  As  to  the 
other  point,  there  is  no  doubt  that  these  steam-engines 
are  found  to  have  been  fixed  to  the  freehold.  I  do  not  go 
the  whole  length  of  saying  that  there  may  not  be  engines 
of  this  kind  such  as  to  entitle  the  tenant  to  remove  them ; 
there  are  cases  in  which  it  can  be  done  without  any  injury 
to  the  freehold  at  all.  But  whether  the  tenant  here  had  a 
right  to  remove  them  or  not,  the  present  question  is  put 
an  end  to  by  the  case  of  Lee  v.  Risdon  ;  he  did  not  remove 
them  during  his  term,  and  his  right  was  then  determined. 

Aldsrson,  B. — I  am  clearly  of  the  same  opinion  on  both 
points.  Fixtures  cannot  become  goods  and  chattels  until 
the  tenant  has  exercised  his  right  of  making  them  so, 
which  he  can  only  exercise  during  his  possesaicteL  The 
moment  that  expires  he  cannot  remove  them ;  and  trover 
cannot,  therefore,  be  maintained  for  them.  Lord  Holt  (a) 
expressly  puts  the  tenant's  power  to  remove  erections  put 
up  for  carrying  on  trade,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a 
power  coupled  with  an  interest. 

Rule  absolute  to  reduce  the  damages, 
(a)  I  Salk.  168. 
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Norton  v.  Ellam. 
Assumpsit  on  a  promitaory note, payableon demand,  ^«; "°'*  W' 

«  1    •  •w>i  ■  mm        •bw  with  in- 

with  lawful  interest     Plea,   that  the  cause  of   action  terestoo 

,.ji         .  •.1  •       •  demand,  the 

did  not  accrue  within  six  years.  sututeJfLimit- 

mtioDS  begins 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  Mid-  date  of  the  note, 
dlesex  sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  term,  the  note  given 
in  evidence  was  in  the  following  form : — **  I  promise  to  pay 
400/.  on  demand,  with  lawful  interest.*'  The  question 
was,  whether  the  statute  ran  from  the  date  of  the  note,  or 
from  the  time  of  the  demand.  A  verdict  was  taken  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
statute  began  to  run  from  the  date  of  the  note,  there 
having  been  a  demand  within  six  years  after  the  date  of 
the  note,  but  no  subsequent  promise  to  pay.  Buti  having 
in  Hilary  Term  last  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Peiersdorff  now  shewed  cause. — When  a  note  is  payable 
on  demand,  a  demand  is  necessary  before  the  statute  can 
begin  to  run.  In  the  old  editions  of  Selwyn's  N.  P.  a  case 
is  quoted.  Christie  v.  Fansick,  in  which  it  is  stated  to  have 
been  held  that  a  note  payable  on  demand  i ^  payable  imme- 
diately, and  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  runs  from  the 
date ;  but,  in  a  subsequent  edition  (the  7th),  p.  334,  it  is 
said :  **  With  respect  to  promissory  notes  payable  on  de- 
mand, the  statute  runs  not  from  the  date  of  the  note,  but 
from  the  time  of  the  demand  ;*  and  a  **  late  case  in  B.  R., 
overruling  Chistie  v.  Fonsici,**  is  referred  to.  A  strong 
argument  arises  from  the  circumstance  of  its  being  made 
payable  with  interest,  as  it  shews  that  the  parties  in- 
tended some  time  to  elapse  before  a  demand.  In  Rumball 
V.  Ba// (a),  it  was  certainly  held  that  in  debt  on  a  note  pay- 
(a)  10  Mod.  38. 
H  H  ^ 
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Exek.  (if  PUat,  able  Oil  demand,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  a  demand   in 
the  declaration;  because  the  bringing  the  action  was  a 
dmnand ;   but  that  was  in  an  action  by  bill.     That  is  now 
altered,  the  writ  of  summons  being  made  in  all  cases  the 
commencement  of  the  action.    To  say  that  the  statute  runs 
from  the  date  of  a  note  payable  on  demand,  wonld  be  to 
say  that  there  is  a  breach  of  contract  the  moment  tbe  note 
is  written :  but  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  this  in  law  or 
reason,  that  a  breach  of  an  obligation  can  exist  at  the  in- 
stant of  its  creation  ; — some  interval  must  be  allowed;  but 
even  if  it  is  possible  to  say  that  there  is  a  breach  of  contract 
immediately,  in  an  ordinary  case,  it  cannot  be  so  where  a 
security  is  payable  with  interest,  since  that  shews  that  some 
time  must  intervene   before  the  money  is  payable.     In 
Borough  V.  White  (a),  where,  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee 
against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  payable  with  in- 
terest on  demand,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  that  he  gave 
value  for  it,  the  defendant  tendered  evidence  of  declarations 
made  by  the  payee  when  the  note  was  in  his  possession,  that 
he,  the  payee,  gave  no  consideration  for  it  to  th^  maker; 
it  was  held   that  such  evidence    was   inadmissible,   as 
the  plaintiff  could  not  be  identified   with   the  payee, 
and  the  note  could  not  be  treated  as  overdue  at  the  time 
of  the  indorsement :  and  Bayley,  J.,  in  delivering  his  judg- 
ment, puts  a  case  which  applies  to  the  present.     ''  It  is  said 
that  in  Bonis  v.  Colwell,  BuUer,  J.,  treated  a  note  payable 
on  demand  as  a  note  taken  by  an  indorsee  after  it  was  due ; 
we  are  not,  however,  acquainted  with  all  the  circumstances 
of  that  case ;  poyment  might  have  been  demanded  hefwe 
the  indorsement^  and,  indeed,  it  is  stated  that  several  pay- 
ments had  been  made  on  account'*    So  that  he  seems  to 
have   considered  that  there  would  be  no  breach  until  a 
demand  had  been  made.   In  Homes  v.  Kerrison  (6),  it  was 
held  that  on  a  bill  payable  after  sight  no  debt  accrues  until 

(a)  4  B.  &  Cr.  325.  (b)  2  Taunt.  323. 
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it  is  presented  for  payment,  and  that  the  statute  was  there-  EjkH.  of  Pleat, 
fore  no  bar  unless  it  had  been  presented  for  payment  six  ^ 

years  before  the  action  commenced.  [Aklerson,  B. — Do  Norton 
not  the  cases,  which  have  decided  that  the  bringing  the  ell'am. 
action  is  a  demand,  shew  that  there  has  been  a  previous 
breach  ?]  If  the  time  is  to  be  calculated  from  the  datCt 
there  could  be  no  plea  of  tender  when  the  bill  is  payable  on 
demand.  [Parke,  B. — Yes,  just  as  much  as  there  can  be  a 
plea  of  tender  to  goods  sold  and  delivered,  payable  for  on 
request ;  a  tender  of  the  amount  of  the  note  with  interest 
de  die  in  diem,  at  any  time,  would  be  a  good  plea.  The 
contract  on  the  note  is  in  a  ^tate  of  being  broken  per- 
petually, if  the  party  does  not  pay  it].  If  the  law  be  so, 
this  difficulty  arises,  that  a  breach  of  contract  would  be 
admitted  upon  the  record,  giving  a  right  to  damages 
beyond  the  amount  of  the  note;  or  if  more  were 
tendered  than  the  amount  of  the  note,  then  a  breach 
of  contract  is  confessed,  and  the  tender  would  be  un- 
available. The  difficulty  is,  that  where  a  note  is  made 
payable  on  demand,  with  interest,  the  parties  contemplate 
that  some  interval  shall  elapse  before  the  money  is  required 
to  be  paid ;  that  is,  that  some  interest  should  have  accrued 
due.  Principal  and  interest  toere  stipulated  to  be  paid : 
to  hold  that  the  note  was  due  from  the  date,  would  be  to 
vary  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  exclude  the  right  not 
to  be  sued  till  some  interest  had  become  payable.  The 
question  in  all  cases  of  this  kind  is,  what  were  the  objects  of 
the  contracting  parties?  can  the  Court  say,  on  looking  at  this 
document,  that  immediate  payment  was  contemplated,  and 
not  a  loan  for  some  interval,  however  short  ?  The  note  was 
payable  either  at  the  moment  when  given,  or  after  demand. 
It  could  not  be  payable  at  the  moment  when  given,  because 
the  contingency  of  accruing  interest  had  not  and  could 
not  have  happened ;  if  payable  after  demand,  then  the 
plaintiff  obtains  leave  to  sue.  The  case  of  goods  sold, 
or  money   lent,   is   not  analogous,  because  there  there  is 
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£(eA.  0/  FUn,  nothing  to  negative  the  idea  of  immediaie  liability  to  pay. 
The  creation  of  the  debt  and  the  correapondiag  duty  of 
discharging  it  are  co-existent  and  strictly  contemporaneous. 

Buiif  contra,  referred  to  Selw.  N.  P.,  8th  edition,  S5S, 
where  it  is  said :  *'  The  statute  runs  from  the  date  of  the 
note,  and  not  from  the  time  of  the  demand.** 

Parke,  B. — I  entertain  no  doubt  at  all  on  this  point.  It 
is  the  same  as  the  case  of  money  lent  payable  upon  request^ 
with  interest,  where  no  demand  is  necessary  before  bring- 
ing the  action.  There  is  no  obligation  in  law  to  give  any 
notice  at  all;  if  you  choose  to  make  it  part  of  the  contract 
that  notice  shall  be  given,  you  may  do  so.  The  debt 
which  constitutes  the  cause  of  action  arises  instantly  on 
the  loan.  Where  money  is  lent,  simply,  it  is  not  denied 
that  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  time  of  lending. 
Then  is  there  any  difference  where  it  is  payable  with  in- 
terest? It  is  quite  clear  that  a  promissory  note,  payable  on 
demand,  is  a  present  debt,  and  is  payable  without  any  de- 
mand, and  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  date  of  it. 
Then  the  stipulation  for  compensation  in  the  shape  of 
interest  makes  no  difference,  except  that  thereby  the  debt 
is  continually  increasing  de  die  in  diem.  It  is  quite  different 
from  the  case  of  a  note  payable  at  sight,  because  there, 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  must  be  shewn  before  the 
action  is  brought. 

Aldbrsom,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  must  be 
so  unless  there  is  something  to  shew  that  a  demand  is  to 
be  a  collateral  matter. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 
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Exck.  rf  PUtu, 
1837. 
Cannan  and  Others^  Assignees  of  Hbaley,  a  Bankrupt,     "^      v      ' 

»•  Wood  and  Another. 

JL  ROVER  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  silks,  the  A  delivery  of 
property  of  the  plaintiff.     Plea— that  the  silks  were  not  Sde  iS^^t"* 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  '^Sw^/dlb* 

•Aermiecret 
Act  of  bankrupt- 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  cy  oommiued 
Sittings  after  last  Michaehnaa  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  uV^^^"' 
plaintiffs  were  the  as8^;nees  of  Healey,  the  bankrupt,  who  protected  by  the 
had  been  a  dealer  in  laces  and  fringes,  and  that  the  de-  0  Geo.  4,  c  is. 
fendants  were  lace-merchants,  living  at  Manchester.  The 
action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  35^,  being  the 
value  of  two  parcels  of  goods  (principally  fringes  and  silks, 
part  made  up,  and  part  in  an  unmanuCsietured  state),  given 
by  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendants,  under  the  following 
circumstances : — ^The  bankrupt  being  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendants, the  latter  made  repeated  applications  for  pay- 
ment; in  consequence  of  which  pressure  the  bankrupt,  on 
the  11th  and  ISth  of  June,  1835,  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ants two  parcels  of  goods,  in  part  payment  of  the  debt, 
and  a  few  days  afterwards  a  cognovit  was  given  for  the  resi- 
due. The  fringes  were  such  as  the  bankrupt  sold  in  his 
trade,  and  the. unmanufactured  silks  such  as  he  required 
for  his  business,  but  both  were  articles  of  a  description 
not  required  by  the  defendants  for  their  business  or 
otherwise,  and  would  not  have  been  taken  if  money  could 
have  been  obtained  from  the  bankrupt.  The  bankrupt 
had  previously  committed  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy, 
and  a  fiat  was  subsequently  issued  against  him  on  the 
29th  of  June.  The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say,  whether  this  was  a  payment  in  the  due  course  of 
trade,  which  they  found  it  was  not,  and  the  plaintiff  ob- 
tained a  verdict ;  the  learned  Judge  giving  the  defendants 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  this  was  a  payment  protected  by  the  8Snd 
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Bteh.  of  PUas,  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.    In  Hilary  Term  last  Erie 
^''  ^    obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  against  which 

ChanneU  now  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  is  a  payment  which  is  protected  by  the  8l2nd  section  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16?  It  must  be  observed, 
that  as  the  plaintiffs*  title  accrued  from  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy,  and  as  these  goods  were  theirs  by  ordinary  oper* 
ation  of  law,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  defendants  to  bring 
themselves  within  the  8^nd  section,  and  to  shew  that  this 
was  strictly  a  payment  within  the  meaning  of  that  section. 
It  enacts,  ''  That  all  payments  really  and  bona  fide 
made,  or  which  hereafter  shall  be  made  by  any  bank- 
rupt, or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf,  before  the  date  and 
issuing  of  the  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  to  any 
creditor  of  such  bankrupt  (such  payment  not  being  a 
fraudulent  preference  of  such  creditor),  shall  be  deemed 
valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such 
bankrupt  committed."  Now  it  is  clear  that  every  transfer  of 
goods  does  not  operate  as  a  payment.  A  delivery  of  goods 
to  a  creditor  cannot  be  considered  as  payment  unless  they  are 
delivered  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade ;  and  here  the  jury 
have  expressly  found  that  the  goods  in  question  were  not 
delivered  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade.  In  Carter  v. 
Breton  (a),  where,  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy  by  P., 
the  defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  for  him  for 
98/L,  at  three  months,  which  P.  paid  to  a  creditor  standing 
by ;  and  later  in  the  course  of  the  same  day  P.  agreed  to 
sell  the  defendant  four  horses,  as  a  security  for  70/.  of  the 
98/.,  and  they  were  accordingly  delivered  to  the  defen- 
dant, who  paid  the  bill  when  it  became  due;  it  was  held, 
that  the  transaction  was  not  protected  by  the  8^nd  sec- 
tion of  the  act.  There  the  question  had  gone  to  the  jury, 
and  they  had  found  that  there  was  a  bona  fide  sale  of  the 
horses,  and  given  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.     It  is  not 

(fl)  6  Bing.  617. 
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intended  to  say  that  that  case  is  precisely  similar  to  and  Btt^.  0/  pinh 
decisive  of  the  present;  bat  the  Court,  in  giving  judg-  ^ 

nient»  assume  a  certain  state  of  facts  similar  to  the  present,  Can  nan 
and  give  their  judgment  thereupon.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  at  the  wood. 
conclusion  of  his  judgment,  says:  ''Treating,  therefore, 
the  acceptance  by  the  defendant,  which  was  afterwards 
honoured,  as  an  actual  advance  of  money,  which  is  the 
most  favourable  way  of  considering  it  for  the  defendant, 
the  transaction  amounts  to  no  more  than  a  set-off  of  the 
price  of  the  horses  against  a  by-gone  debt ;  which  set-off 
is  agreed  upon  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  and  we 
do  not  think  this  can,  in  any  point  of  view,  be  considered 
a  payment  within  the  8Snd  section  of  the  act.  lAlderson^ 
B. — In  that  case,  the  horses  were  handed  over  as  a  secu- 
rity to  be  delivered  back  if  the  debt  were  paid.  How 
could  that  be  a  payment  ?  If  a  delivery  of  goods  is  such 
as  amounts  only  to  a  subject  of  set-off,  it  cannot  be 
pleaded  as  a  payment,  and  that  constitutes  the  distinc- 
tion ;  but  if  they  are  delivered  under  such  circumstances 
as  that  you  can  pleadpayment,  why  should  it  not  be  a  pay- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  the  act?  As  for  instance,  if 
a  party  delivers  goods  as  for  a  particular  amount,  together 
with  the  balance  in  money,  then  they  would  clearly  be 
delivered  as  a  payment  pro  tanto.  Whether  they  were 
80  delivered  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury].  Then 
the  jury  have  here  determined  that  question,  as  they 
have  found  it  was  not  a  payment  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  trade.  [Parke,  B. — The  expression,  "  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade,**  has  crept  in  by  mistake.  It  is 
used  in  the  19  Geo.  2,  c.  32,  but  is  omitted  in  the  4()  Geo.  3, 
c.  185,  which  statute  uses  the  words  ''bonA  fide'*  only. 
It  is  also  omitted  in  the  recent  statute,  where  the  words 
are  "  really  and  bona  fide.**  The  finding  of  the  jury 
that  this  was  not  a  payment  made  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  trade,  is  only  important  as  far  as  that  might  induce 
them  to  believe  that  it  was  not  made  truly  and  bon&  fide]. 


f 
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EM^g^km.  in  Wmrde  v.  Clarke  (a),  where  the  lMnkrupt»  after  a 
aeetet  met  of  bankrapiey,  bought  on  credit  and  sold  fi»r 
readjr  moaegr  at  unduly  kw  prices.  Lord  TemierJeH  held 
ihat  the  pnrehaaers  were  not  protected  by  6  Geo.  4,  e.  I6» 
BiSft,  onlBsathepnrchafle'was  in  the  usual  course  of  busi* 
nesa.  Here  the  fhct,  whether  it  waa  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  tiade,  waa  left  to  the  jury,  and  they  found  it  waa 
nM.  iParket  B^ — It  is  quite  clear  tlmt  tbia  waa  to  he  a 
payment,  becauae  the  witness  proved  it  was  to  be  so;  he 
said  they  were  given  in  part  payment,  herd  Abixger^ 
C.  B.*-^The  goods  were  to  be  aent  in  part  payment.  It 
mi^t  not  be  in  the  due  course  of  trade,  because  he 
disposed  of  soase  gdoda  su^h  as  he  did  not  uaually  sell — 
some  which  were  not  made  up :  yet  still  it  might  be  bona 
fide.  Alderson,  B. — ^The  case  of  Ward  ▼•  Clarke  waa 
not  the  case  of  a  fair  franaaction.] 

Erie  and  Saunders,  contra,  were  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abikobr,  C.  Bi — I  was  induced  to  reserve  tiua 
point,  because  1  thought*  the  aection  waa  to  be  conatmed 
in  the  same  manner  as  those  contained  in  the  eld  actai 
I  thought  the  point  ought  to  be  reserved  for  the  consider^ 
ation  of  the  Court,  expressing  it  as  the  inclination  of  my 
opinion,  however,  at  Nbi  Prius,  that  it  was  not  a  payment 
within  this  statute.  I  reserved  it  without  giving  any  de- 
finite opinion  at  the  time. 

According  to  the  6th  Greo.  4^  c.  16,  and  the  46th  Qeo. 
8,  c.  1S6,  it  is  clear  that  those  acts  made  it  a  valid  pay- 
ment  if  made'  by  a  bankrupt  more  than  two  months  before 
the  suing  out  of  the  commiasion.  The  modem  Act  of  Par- 
liament of  the  6  Geo.  4,  adopts  the  language  of  Sir  Samuel 
Romilly's  act,  and  makes  it  a  valid  payment,  if  madeboni 
fide  more  than  two  months  before  the  suing  out  of  the  com- 
mission, though  after  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  last 
statute  has  been  altered  in  some  degree  from  the  former, 
but  I  think  it  must  be  construed  m  the  same  manner ;  and 
(a)  Moo.  &  Malk.  497. 
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the  qoesUon-  is,  whether  this  was  boiiA  (Idea  payoient    I  Bith.  ^  pimu, 

cannot  say  it  was  not  bonft  fide,  loofciog  At  the  eircumstaneea 

attendiog  thU  tranaaction.  It  did  not  appiear  that  theve  waa 

any  fraud  on  the  part  of  die  creditor,  cnr  that  he  bad  any 

knowledge  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,- and  these  goods  were 

ddUvered  by  the  debtor,  alleging  that  he  could  not  raise 

the  money,  but  was  willing  to  pay  part  in  gooda,  if  the 

other  would  receive  it,  which  i^e  did,  intending  to  take  the 

remainder  at  a  future  period;  and  the  question  is,  whether^ 

under  these  circumstances,  what  was  done  was  bona  fide 

done.    We  cannot  suppose  the  debtor  did  not  mean  it  aa 

part  payment,  or  that  the  creditor  did  not  mean  to  take  it 

as  part  payment ;  it  is,  therefore,  within  the  wc^,  and  the 

rule  ought  to  be  absolute  for  a  aooiuit* 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion,  upon  all  the  facts  of  this 
case,  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  absolute  for  entering  a  non- 
suit. It  appears  to  me,  after  reading  the  learned  Judge's  re- 
port, and  hearing  the  arguments  of  counsel,  that  the  ques- 
tion is  reduced  to  this :  whether  a  payment  in  goods  is  a 
payment  within  the  provisions  and  meaning  of  the  eighty- 
second  section ;  and  I  think  it  elearly  is,  and  ought  to  be 
so  considered.  There  are  no  words  which  say  it  shall  be 
a  payment  in  money;  it  may  be  in  money  or  money's  worth ; 
the  case,  however,  does  not  rest  only  on  thatj  for  we  have 
the  authority  of  Lord  Kenton,  in  the  case  of  WUkins  v. 
Casey  (a)  for  saying  that  a  pigment  in  goods  is  a  payment 
within  the  statute  1  Jac«  I,  c  15|S.  14;  and  the  question 
being  reduced  to  this,  it  is  clear  on  the  evidence  that  these 
goods  were  delivered  in  the  way  of  payment;  so  that  they 
never  could  have  been  made  the  subject  of  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  on  the  part  of  the  bankropty  be- 
cause the  parties  applied  for  payment  to  the  bankrupts 
and  agreed  it  was  to  be  taken  in  goods.  Then,  as  to  the 
question  of  its  being  really  and  bona  fide  made,  and  not  being 
a  fraudulent  preference  of  some  particular  creditor,  which 

(«)  7  T.  R.  713. 


470  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHBQUBR, 

Bjreh.  rf  Pkoi,  wouU  be  requisite  in  order  to  invalidate  the  transactioD,  it 
seems  to  me  that  question  really  does  not  arise  on  the 
evidence ;  and  if  it  had,  my  lord's  attention  ought  to 
have  been  called  to  it,  and  he  should  have  been  asked  to 
leave  that  question  to  the  jury;  but  it  appears  to  me 
there  is  no  ground  for  saying  on  this  evidence  that  it  was 
not  really  intended  to  be  a  payment,  and  that  it  was  not 
bona  fide  made,  and  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  it  was 
a  fraudulent  preference  of  one  particular  creditor.  With 
respect  to  the  question  that  was  left  to  the  jury,  it  seems  to 
me  not  a  question  at  all  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  for  it  is  no 
longer  necessary,  in  order  to  protect  the  payment,  that  it 
should  be  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade,  as  it  was 
necessary  under  the  19th  Geo.  S.  These  words  were 
dropped  in  Sir  Samuel  Romilly's  Act,  and  in  this  statute 
are  altogether  omitted :  so  that  that  question  was  unneces- 
sarily left  to  the  jury.  It  could  only  be  important  as  assist- 
ing the  jury  to  determine  as  to  the  bona  fides  of  the  trans- 
action, but  is  by  no  means  a  conclusive  test.  I  think  the 
rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  no 
doubt  in  this  case :  an  equivalent  is  given  for  the  debt, 
and  the  question  is,  whether  its  being  in  goods  amounts  to 
a  payment  within  the  statute.  Lord  Kenyon  seems  to 
have  thought  there  was  no  doubt  upon  the  subject,  and  I 
see  no  reason  why  a  payment  in  goods  may  not  be  as  good 
as  a  payment  in  money.  Then  the  only  question  is, 
whether  there  is  any  thing  to  impeach  the  case^  from  the 
mode  in  which  the  transaction  was  carried  on.  Here  is  an 
application  made  on  behalf  of  a  person  who  brought  an 
action  against  the  debtor ;  and,  from  the  circumstances  in 
which  they  were  placed,  be  naturally  wished  to  get  the 
money  as  soon,  and  at  as  little  expense  to  himself,  as 
he  could;  and  he  agreed,  therefore,  to  take  a  part 
of  the  debt  in  goods,  and  to  take  a  cognovit  for  the 
rest.     It  seems  to  me  the  question  is  altogether  one  way ; 
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and  as  to  the  bona  fides,  I  think  nothing  whatever  appears  ^*^\!LF^^^* 
to  impeach  it. 

AldbrsoMi  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  it  seems  to  me 
this  was  a  payment  legally  and  bona  fide  made.  Whether 
it  was  legally  made  would  depend  upon  thia, — whether  the 
goods  were  delivered  and  taken  under  such  circumstances 
as,  in  point  of  law,  would  amount  to  a  payment  of  the 
debt,  so  that  a  party  could  have  pleaded  it  as  a  payment ; 
if  it  could  only  be  pleaded  as  a  set-ofi",  that  would  not 
be  sufficient.  But  if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  a  part  payment,  and 
that  part  of  the  debt  is  therefore  wiped  ofi^,  then  it  was 
pleadable  as  a  payment.  That  appears  to  be  the  real 
criterion  to  be  applied  to  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas.  Then,  as  regards  the  question  of  its  being  a  bon& 
fide  transaction,  it  appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  it  is  an  unfair  transaction. 

Parke,  B. — The  bankrupt  never  could  have  main- 
tained any  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  in  this  case. 

Rule  absolute. 


Perry  and  Others  v.  Skinner. 

C/ASE  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  for  an  improve-  Where  m  patent 
ment  in  pens,  of  which  the  plainiiffs  were  assignees.    The  void,  but 
declaration  stated  that,  after  the  assignment  to  the  plain-  5"^  6^wiU.°4^ 
tiffs,  and  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  act  of  Parliament,  c.83,  byfiUng 

*^  ®  m  duclaimer  of 

intitled  ''An  Act  to  amend  the  Laws  touching  Letters  part  of  the  in- 
Patent  for  Inventions,"  to  wit,  on  the  3(Hh  April,  1836,  lahunotmre- 
the   plaintiflFs,    by  and   with    the    leave  of  Sir  Robert  ^^*«^^^^* 

■  '       «^  operationi  so  as 

Monnsey  Rolfe,  Knt.,  then  being  his  Majesty's  Solicitor-  to  make  a  party 
General,  first  had  and  duly  certified  by  his  fiat  and  signa-  fringement  of 
ture  in  that  behalf,  entered  with  the  clerk  of  the  patents  {J^hMtme  of ' 
a  certain  disclaimer  and  memorandum  of  alteration,  in  entering  such 

disclaimer. 

writing,  of  part  of  the  specification,  (the  same  not  being 
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Bji^  cf  Pkas,  such  disclaiiDer  or  aUeration  as  extended  the  excluaiYe 

1837 

right  granted  by  the  letters  patent),  by  which  disclaimer 

and  memorandum  of  alteration,  the  same  being  under  the 

hands  and  seals  of  the  plaintiffs,  they  did   disclaim  as 

followsi  (setting  forth  the  particular  part  of  the  speci- 

fication  disclaimed,  and  the  alteration  in  the  claimbg 

clause,  necessary  to  make   it  consistent  with  the  preTi* 

ously  mentioned  part  of  the   specification),  which  said 

disclaimer   and    memorandum  of   alteration    afterwards 

were  filed  by  the  said  clerk  of  the  patents,  and  duly 

enrolled  with  the  said  specification,  pursuant  to  the  sta* 

tnte.     The  declaration  then  alleged,  that  the  defendant, 

within  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  to  wit,  on  the  SOtb  of 

February,  1836,  and  on  divers  other  days,  &c.,  did  coun^ 

terfeit  the  said  inrention,  and  did  use  and  practise  the 

same  otherwise  than  in  relation  to  the  said  part  of  the  in* 

Tention  so  disclaimed,  in  breach,  &c. 

Plea,  as  to  so  many  of  the  supposed  grievances  as  were 
committed  before  the  30th  of  April,  1836,  actionem  non, 
because  the  said  disclaimer,  &c.  was  not  entered  or  en- 
rolled until  the  30th  of  April,  1836,  as  aforesaid,  and  until 
after  the  committing  of  the  grievances  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  plea  mentioned,  and  that  the  said  invention, 
for  which  tha  said  letters  patent  were  originally  granted, 
was  not  at  the  time  of  making  and  granting  the  said  letters 
patent  a  new  invention ;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  had 
been,  as  to  a  material  part  thereof,  publicly  and  generally 
practised,  used,  and  vended,  before  the  date  of  the  letters 
patent,  by  reason  whereof  the  righ^ts  &c.  granted  by  the 
patent  were  void ;  wherefore  the  defendant,  at  the  said 
several  times,  when  &c.,  before  the  said  SOtK  of  April, 
1836,  and  whilst  the  said  rights  &c.  were  so  void  &c«, 
committed  the  said  several  supposed  grievances,  as  he  law- 
fully might 

Replication — That  the  said  last-mentioned  grievances 
were  respectively  committed  only  with  relation  to,  and  in 
respect  of,  those  parts  of  the  said  invention,  to  which  the 


EASTER  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  47S 

said  disclaimer  and  memorandum  had  no  reference,  and  Sxeh.  rff^oh 
did  not  apply ;  and  that  the  said  last-mentioned  parts  of 
the  said  invention  were,  at  the  time  of  making  and  granting 
the  said  letters  patent,  a  new  invention. 

Special  demurrer  and  joinder. — ^The  point  stated  for 
argument  in  the  margin  of  the  demurrer  book,  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  was  as  follows : — The  defendant  means 
to  contend,  that  the  patent  was,  and  by  the  replication  is 
admitted  to  have  been,  void  at  the  time  of  the.  alleged  in- 
fringement, to  which  the  plea  is  pleaded ;  and  therefore 
such  infringement  was  lawful  when  it  took  place,  and  can- 
not be  rendered  otherwise  by  a  subsequent  disclaimer, 
even  as  to  those  parts  of  the  patent  which  are  not  dis- 
claimed or  altered. 

Wighiman^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  question 
is,  whether,  supposing  the  patent  to  have  been  originally 
void,  but  afterwards  amended  under  the  recent  Act,  5  &  6 
WilL  4,  c.  83,  a  party  can  be  made  liable  by  relation  for  an 
infringement  committed  in  the  meantime,  before  the  amend- 
ment has  been  made.  The  question  turns  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  first  section  of  that  statute,  which,  after 
providing  that  any  person  having  obtained  letters  patent 
for  any  invention,  may  enter  a  disclaimer  of  any  part  of 
either  the  title  of  the  invention  or  of  the  specification,  or 
a  memorandum  of  any  alteration  therein,  enacts  that 
''  such  disclaimer  or  memorandum  of  alteration  being  filed 
by  the  clerk  of  the  patents,  and  enrolled  with  the  specifi- 
cation, shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  part  of  such  letters 
patent  or  such  specification,  in  all  courts  whatever."  By 
the  old  law,  before  the  passing  of  this  statute,  where  the 
specification  was  too  large,  the  patent  was  held  to  be 
wholly  void :  Rex  v.  Else  (a),  Campion  v.  Benyon  (6), 
The  declaration  here  describes  the  disclaimer  and  memo- 
randum of  alteration  as  having  been  made  on  the  30th  of 

(a)  11  East,  109,  note.  (6)  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  5. 

VOL.  II.  II  M.  W. 
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Match,  tf  PUat,  April,  1836.  The  plea  states  that  the  disclaimer  was  not 
enrolled  until  the  30tb  April,  and  not  until  after  the  in- 
fringement had  taken  place,  and  that  the  invention  was 
not  a  new  invention,  but,  as  to  a  material  part,  an  old  in- 
vention, by  reason  whereof  the  patent  was  void.  It  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  replication  that  every  thing  that  was  wrong- 
fully done  by  the  defendant  was  before  the  disclaimer,  but  it 
is  alleged  that  parts  of  the  inve'ntion  so  infringed  were  new. 
Apart  from  the  recent  statute,  the  defendants  would  have 
a  good  defence,  as  the  patent  would  be  wholly  void.  And 
that  statute  has  no  retrospective  operation.*  It  says,  that 
such  disclaimer  being  filed  and  enrolled,  it  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  part  of  the  specification.  lAlderson,  B. — Part  of 
the  specification — it  does  not  say  of  the  original  specifica* 
tion].  Then  there  is  a  proviso  ''  that  no  such  disclaimer 
or  alteration  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  in  any  action  or 
suit  (save  and  except  in  any  proceeding  in  scire  facias) 
pending  at  the  time  when  such  disclaimer  or  alteration  was 
enrolled,  but  in  every  such  action  or  suit  the  original  title 
and  specification  alone  shall  be  given  in  evidence.**  Bat 
there  are  no  words  in  the  act  making  parties  wrong-doers 
by  relation;  the  disclaimer  is  only  to  operate  from  the 
date  of  its  filing  and  enrolment  lAldersan,  B. — ^Then 
what  is  the  use  of  the  proviso  ?]  It  may  have  been  intro- 
duced ex  majori  cautela,  to  meet  the  case  where  a  period 
has  intervened  between  the  obtaining  of  a  fiat  for  the  altera- 
tion  and  the  enrolment,  in  which  there  may  have  been  an 
action  brought.  Admitting  that  some  doubt  may  arise  on 
the  construction  of  the  proviso,  the  Court  will  not,  without 
express  and  decisive  words,  put  such  a  construction  upon 
the  clause  as  would  render  innocent  parties  wrong-doers  by 
relation.  If  such  a  construction  were  put  upon  it,  it  might 
be  an  inducement  to  a  person  taking  out  a  patent  to  put  into 
his  specification  a  great  deal  more  than  he  was  entitled  to ; 
and  then,  without  any  risk,  by  means  of  a  subsequent  dis- 
claimer, give  validity  to  his  patent,  and  recover  against  all 
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who  had  infringed  it  in  the  mean  time;  and  it  would  be  Bxeh,  of  Pleats 


impossible  to  take  advantage  of  its  invalidity. 

Rotch,  contr4. — ^The  act  has  a  retrospective  operation, 
where  the  infringement  takes  place  with  respect  to  a  part  of 
the  invention  to  which  the  disclaimer  does  not  apply.  If 
the  words  of  the  statute  mean  that  the  disclaimer  becomes 
part  of  the  specification  *'  from  thenceforth i"  the  effect  of 
that  would  be  to  give  virtually  a  new  patent,  which  the 
statute  never  intended.  The  statute  intends  that  the  dis* 
claimer  shall  take  effect  from  the  d&te  of  the  letters  patent. 
The  language  of  the  proviso,  that  the  disclaimer  or  altera- 
tion shall  not  be  receivable  in  evidence,  in  any  action 
pending  at  the  time  of  enrolment,  is  confirmatory  of  that 
view  of  its  meaning. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  —  It  cannot  be  doubted  that 
the  act  of  Parliament  is  obscurely  worded,  and  we  are 
now  called  upon  to  put  an  interpretation  upon  it.  The 
act  would  be  unjust  if  it  made  a  man  who  was  acting  con- 
sistently with  the  law  at  a  certain  time,  subsequently  a 
wrong-doer  by  relation.  We  never  can  presume  that 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  we  are  not 
at  liberty  to  construe  a  doubtful  act  by  any  such  pre- 
sumption. The  only  argument  that  can  be  offered  is 
upon  the  proviso,  which  says  '*  that  no  disclaimer  shall 
be  receivable  in  any  action  or  suit  pending  at  the  time 
when  such  disclaimer  was  enrolled.''  We  consider  the 
sound  way  of  interpreting  that  is,  that  it  shews  the  legis- 
lature did  not  intend  to  make  a  person  a  wrong-doer  by 
relation ;  because  it  did  not  presume  that  any  man  would 
have  the  courage  to  bring  an  action,  after  he  had  actually 
disclaimed,  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent  long  before 
such  disclaimer  was  thought  of.  The  intention  of  the 
legislature  doubtless  was,  that  he  should  not  have  the 
benefit  of  the  disclaimer  as  to  infringements  gone  by  long 


1837. 


476  CASES  IN  THB  KXCHEQUBR, 

Etch,  of  Pieoi,  before  such  disclaimer  was  made.     The  act  of  Parliament 
1837. 

is  not  specific  on  tliis  point;  but  we  think  it  never  coald 

have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  persons 

wrong-doers  by  relation.    The  judgment  of  the  Court, 

therefore,  will  be  for  the  defendant. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  act  of 
Parliament  certainly  is  not  very  clearly  worded,  and  it 
might  seem,  at  first,  that  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 
the  words  of  it  would  be  in  favour  of  Mr.  RotcKs  view  of 
the  case.    The  act  enables  any  party  to  disclaim  "  any 
part  of  either  the  title  of  the  invention,  or  of  the  speci- 
fication, stating  the  reason  for  such  disclaimer,  or,  with 
such    leave    as   aforesaid,    to   enter  a  memorandum   of 
any  alteration  in  the  said  title  or  specification,  not  benig 
such  disclaimer,  or  such  alteration  as  shall  extend  the  ex- 
clusive right  granted  by  the  said  letters  patent,  and  such 
disclaimer  or  memorandum  of  alteration,  being  filed  by  the 
said  clerk  of  the  patents,  and  enrolled  with  the  specification, 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  part  of  such  letters 
patent  or  such  specification  in  all  courts  whatever.**    The 
construction   Mr.  Rotch  contends   for  is,   that  it  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken  for  part  of  the  letters  patent  as 
originally  enrolled.     The  rule  by   which  we  are  to  be 
guided  in  construing  acts  of  Parliament  is  to  look  at  the 
precise  words,  and  to  construe  them  in  their  ordinary 
sense,  unless  it  would  lead  to  any  absurdity  or  mani- 
fest injustice;   and  if  it  should,  so   to  vary  and  modify 
them  as  to  avoid  that  which  it  certainly  could  not  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  should   be  done. 
Now,  if  the  construction  contended  for  by  Mr.  Roich  was 
to  be  considered  as  the  right  construction,  it  would  lead  to 
the  manifest  injustice*  of  a  party  who  might  have  put  him- 
self to  great  expense  in  the  making  of  machines  or  engines, 
the  subject  of  the  grant  of  a  patent,  on  the  faith  of  that 
patent  being  void,  being  made  a  wrong-doer  by  relation. 
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That  is  an  effect  the  law  will  not  give  to  any  act  of  Par-  BxcK  rfPUaa, 
liament,  unless  the  words  are  manifest  and  plain.  We 
must  engraft,  therefore,  a  modification  upon  the  words  of 
the  act  in  this  case  for  the  purposes  of  its  construction, 
and  read  it  as  though  it  bad  been,  **  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  as  part  of  the  said  letters  patent  &c.  from  thence- 
forth," 8o  as  not  to  make  the  defendant  a  wrong-doer.  The 
only  doubt  arising  in  this  case  is  from  the  words  of  the 
proviso;  but  We  cannot  think  the  legislature  meant  to  do 
so  unjust  a  thing  as  to  restrict  a  party  from  doing  that 
which  be  has  a  lawful  right  to  do ;  and  therefore,  though 
there  is  some  obscurity  in  the  words  of  the  act,  we  are 
bound  to  put  a  reasonable  construction  upon  them ;  and 
undoubtedly  the  effect  of  it  is  to  make  the  patent  good  for 
the  future. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Aldchson,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Cohen  v.  Huskisson. 

3l  RESPASS.     The  first  count  was  for  assaulting  the  In  tretpan  for 
plaintiff,  and  compelling  him  to  go  to  a  station-house,  and  fi^risonmentp'' 

the  defendant 
pleaded  that  he  was  possessed  of  a  shop,  and  carried  on  the  business  of  a  baker  therein,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  shop  making  a  great  noise  and  disturbance,  and  abused  the  defen- 
dant, and  disturbed  him  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  his  shop,  in  breach  rf  the  king's  p€€tce,  ^nd 
thereby  obstructed  the  defendant  in  the  exercise  of  his  business;  that  the  plaintiff  went  out  of 
the  shop  into  the  public  street  in  front  of  it,  and  continued  there  to  make  a  great  noise  and  dis- 
turbance, and  to  abuse  the  defendant,  and  thereby  caused  a  great  concourse  of  persons  to  assem- 
ble, and  BO  disturbed  the  defendant  in  the  possession  of  his  shop,  and  obstructed  his  business,  mi 
breach  qf  the  peace,  and  thereby  caused  a  great  riot  and  disturbance;  that  the  defendant  re- 
quested him  to  desist  and  depart,  but  he  refused,  whereupon  the  defendant,  tn  order  to  preserve  the 
peace,  sent  for  certain  policemen,  and  requested  them  to  remove  the  plaintiff;  that  they  requested 
the  plaintiff  to  cease  making  such  noise  and  disturbance,  &c.,  but  he  refused,  and  continued 
making  such  noise.  Hot,  and  disturbance,  &c. ;  whereupon  the  defendant,  in  order  to  preserve 
the  peace,  charged  them  with  the  plaintiff,  and  he  was  taken  to  a  station-house,  and  thence 
before  a  magiatrate,  who  admonished  and  discharged  him: — Held,  that,  even  without  the  allega- 
tion of  a  riot,  the  plea  disclosed  a  suiBcient  justification. 

The  evidence  was,  that  the  plaintiff,  after  abusing  the  defendant  in  his  shop,  went  into  the 
street  outside,  and  there  continued  to  abuse  him;  that  a  crowd  of  a  hundred  persons  was  col- 
lected, and  the  street  much  obstructed;  that  the  defendant  sent  for  the  police,  who,  on  the  plain- 
tiff's refusing  to  go  away,  took  him  to  the  station-house,  and  before  the  magistrate,  as  stated  in 
the  plea : — Held,  that  these  facts  amounted  to  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and  justified  the  defendant 
in  directing  the  imprisonment. 
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Exch.  rf  Pleat,  tbeDce  to  the  Lambeth-Street  police-office,  and  imprison- 
ing him  at  those  places.  The  second  coant  was  for  a 
similar  assault  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff's  wife. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  as  to  the  first  count, 
that  before  and  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  in  that  count  men- 
tioned, the  defendant  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain 
dwelling-house  and  shop,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary, 
Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  in  which  he 
exercised  and  carried  on  the  trade  and  business  of  a 
baker ;  and  the  defendant  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the 
plaintiff,  just  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  had  been 
and  was  in  the  shop  of  the  defendant,  making  a  great 
noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  there  insulted  and 
abused  the  defendant,  and  greatly  disturbed  and  dis- 
quieted him  and  his  family  in  the  peaceable  and  quiet 
possession  thereof,  in  breach  of  the  peace  of  our  Lord  the 
King,  and  thereby  hindered  and  obstructed  the  defen- 
dant in  the  lawful  exercise  and  carrying  on  of  his  business 
in  his  said  shop ;  and  the  plaintiff,  just  before,  &c.,  had 
departed  from  and  out  of  the  said  shop  of  the  defen- 
dant into  the  public  street  there,  in  front  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  and  shop  of  the  defendant,  and  there  con- 
tinued to  make  a  great  noise  and  disturbance,  and  to  in- 
sult and  abuse  the  defendant,  and  caused  a  large  con- 
course and  mob  of  persons  then  passing  and  repassing 
along  the  said  street  to  assemble,  and  remain  and  continue 
opposite  to  the  said  dwelling-house  and  shop  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  thereby  greatly  disturbed  the  defendant  in 
possession  tod  occupation  of  his  said  shop,  and  hindered 
and  obstructed  him  in  the  lawful  exercise  and  carrying  on 
of  his  said  business  therein,  in  breach  of  the  peace  of  our 
said  Lord  the  King,  and  caused  and  created  a  great  riot 
and  disturbance  in  the  said  street :  whereupon  the  defen- 
dant civilly  requested  the  plaintiff  to  cease  such  his  said 
noise  and  disturbance,  and  creating  such  riot,  and  to  go 
and  depart  from  before  the  said  house  and  shop  of  the 
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defendant,  which  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  refused  to  do,  Bteh.^Pka$f 
and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.  still  remained  and  con- 
tinued before  and  in  front  of  the  said  house  and  shop  of 
the  defendant,  there  making  such  noise,  riot,  and  dis- 
turbance as  aforesaid ;  whereupon  the  defendant^  in  order 
io  preserve  the  peaces  and  to  restore  order  and  tranquil- 
lity, then  sent  for  certain  police  officers  who  were  then 
on  duty  in  the  public  street  there,  and  requested  them  to 
remove  the  plaintiff  away  from  before  his  said  house  and 
shop ;  and  the  said  police  officers  then  civilly  requested 
and  entreated  the  said  plaintiff  to  cease  his  said  noise,  riot, 
and  disturbance  and  abuse,  and  to  go  and  depart  from 
before  the  said  house  and  shop  of  the  defendant;  and 
because  the  plaintiff  then  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and 
persisted  in  remaining  and  continuing,  and  did  remain  and 
continue,  before  and  in  front  of  the  said  house  and  shop 
of  the  defendant,  making  such  noise,  riot,  and  disturb- 
ance and  abuse,  and  hindering  and  obstructing  the  defen- 
dant in  carrying  on  his  lawful  and  necessary  business 
therein,  the  defendant,  in  order  to  preserve  the  peace,  and 
restore  tranquillity,  did  then  charge  the  said  police  officers 
with  the  said  plaintiff,  and  desired  the  said  police  officers 
to  take  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  police  station-house  in  the 
first  count  mentioned,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereupon 
taken  by  the  said  police  officers  to  the  said  police  station- 
house,  to  be  there  dealt  with  according  to  law/or  the  said 
breach  of  the  peace  f  and  the  defendant,  at  the  said 
station-house,  charged  the  plaintiff  with  creating  a  dis- 
turbance and  causing  a  mob  to  assemble  outside  the  shop 
of  the  defendant,  whereupon  the  said  police  officers  were 
ordered  and  directed  to  take,  and  did  then  take  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  said  station-house  to  the  said  public  police 
office,  to  be  there  examined  touching  the  premises  afore- 
said, and  to  be  further  dealt  with  according  to  law  ;  and 
the  plaintiff  accordingly  was  there  then  examined  by  and 
before  certain  magistrates  acting  at  the  said  public  police 


480  CASES   IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh.  qf  PUatf  office,  touching  the  premises  aforesaid  ;  and  the  said  ma- 
gistrates, having  heard  the  complaint  of  the  defendant, 
and  having  heard  the  plaintiff  as  to  his  defence  in  the 
premises,  then  admonished  the  plaintiff  for  such  hia 
riotous,  disorderly,  and  illegal  conduct  and  behaviour; 
whereupon  the  plaintiff  promised  the  said  magistrates  not 
to  create  any  further  disturbance  before  the  said  house 
and  shop  of  the  defendant,  or  to  commit  any  further 
breach  of  the  peace  :  and  thereupon  the  said  magistrates 
ordered  and  directed  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereupon 
immediately  discharged  accordingly;  which  are  the  same 
supposed  trespasses,  &c.  There  was  also  a  similar  plea 
to  the  second  count  of  the  declaration. 

Replication  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  de  injurift. 

At  the  trial  before  Gurney,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sit- 
tings in  this  Term,  the  facts  appeared  to  be  these.  The 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  came  in  the  evening  of  the  10th  July 
last  to  the  shop  of  the  defendant,  a  baker  in  Whitechapel, 
and  complained  of  an  overcharge  in  a  bill  delivered  by 
him  to  them.  Some  inquiry  was  made  by  the  defendant 
on  the  subject,  and  an  altercation  ensued,  in  the  course 
of  which  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  loudly  abused  the  de- 
fendant, calling  him  a  cheat,  a  rogue,  &c.  The  plaintiff^'s 
witnesses  alleged  that  the  defendant  also  applied  oppro- 
brious epithets  to  him  and  his  wife.  The  people  passing 
by  were  attracted  by  the  noise,  and  the  plaintiff  and  his 
wife,  going  outside  the  shop,  continued  to  abuse  the 
defendant  in  a  similar  manner,  until  a  crowd  of  above 
100  persons  was  collected,  and  the  street  much  obstructed. 
The  defendant  having  repeatedly  requested  the  plaintiff 
and  his  wife  to  go  away,  which  they  refused  to  do,  called 
for  the  police,  and  gave  them  into  their  custody  on  a 
charge  of  creating  a  riot  and  disturbance.  They  were 
taken  to  the  station-house,  and  thence  to  a  police  office. 
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where^  having  been  warned  by  the  magistrate  not  to  com-  Bxeh.  pf  PUat, 
mit  any  further  breach  of  the  peacci  and  haying  given 
their  promise  not  to  do  80|  they  were  discharged.  There 
was  very  conflicting  evidence  as  to  the  nature  of  the  dis- 
turbance created,  and  the  part  taken  in  it  by  the  plaintiflp 
and  his  wife.  It  was  admitted,  however,  by  the  defen- 
dant's counsel,  that  there  was  no  ground  for  alleging  that 
any  riot  had  been  committed.  The  learned  Judge  told 
the  jury,  that  the  allegation  of  li  riot  being  considered  as 
struck  out  of  the  plea,  the  only  question  was,  to  which  set 
of  witnesses  they  would  give  credit.  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant 

Crofoder  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  The  riot  being  out  of  the  case,  the  facts, 
even  as. given  in  evidence  by  the  defendant's  witnesses, 
did  not  sustain  the  plea,  and  the  learned  Judge  ought  so 
to  have  directed  the  jury.  The  defendant  could  have  no 
right  to  give  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  into  custody,  much 
less  to  take  them  before  a  magistrate,  and  make  a  formal 
charge  against  them,  for  any  mere  obstruction  to  his  own 
business,  but  only  in  case  of  danger  to  the  king's  peace. 
Here  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  breach  of 
the  peace;  all  that  is  proved  is,  that  the  plaintiff  and  his 
wife  used  abusive  language,  and  that  100  persons  were 
collected;  but  it  is  not  pretended  that  these  persons 
were  committing  any  disturbance ;  and  the  plea  does  not 
allege  an  unlawful  assembly.  A  distinct  breach  of  the 
peace  ought  to  have  been  ascertained  by  the  plea,  and 
proved  according  to  the  allegation.  The  defendant, 
though  not  bound  to  prove  all  the  allegations,  was  bound 
to  prove  such  of  them  as  amounted  to  a  justification  in 
law  of  the  imprisonment :  Timothy  v.  Simpson  (a). 

(a;  IC.  M.&R.  767. 
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Exeh.of  Pleat,      Lord  Abinoer^  C.  B. — I  think  there  was  no  misdirec* 
tion,  and  that|  on  the  facts  stated  by  Mr.  Crawdler  him- 
self, it  cannot  be  denied  that  a  breach  of  the  peace  was 
committed.     The  uttering  of  the  abusive  words  imputed 
to  the  plaintiff,  abstractedly  speaking,  undoubtedly  would 
not  make  it  so ;  but  if  they  are  so  uttered,  and  in  such  a 
place,  as  to  attract  a  crowd  of  a  hundred  persons,  and  when 
that  crowd  is  collected  the  party  continues  to  use  the  same 
abusive  language,  nobodyVan  tell  whether  the  passions  of 
the  crowd  may  not  be  thereby  inflamed,   and  whether 
they  may  not  proceed  to  execute  the  vengeance  which 
the  party  himself  invokes  and  threatens.     It  is  necessary 
to  prevent  in  the  first  instance  the  mischief  that  may  en- 
sue under  such  circumstances :  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
such  acts,  under  such  circumstances,   do  amount  to  a 
breach  of  the  peace ;  and  that  the  policemen  were  justified, 
of  their  own  authority,  in  taking  these  parties  into  custody  ; 
and  if  so,  the  defendant's  directing  them  to  do  so  does  no€ 
make  him  liable,  on  the  authority  of  the  case  cited  by 
Mr.  Crowder  himself.     It  was  there  held  that  a  private 
person  was  justified  in  giving  the  plaintiff  in  charge  to  a 
policeman,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  renewal  of 
an  afiray  to  which  the  plaintiff  bad  just  before  been  a  party. 
So  here,  if  the  policemen  were  justified  in  taking  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  into  custody,  the  defendant  was  jus- 
tified in  directing  them  to  do  so.    Now  the  plea  states  that 
the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  made  a  great  noise  and  disturb- 
ance in  the  public  street,  and  caused  a  large  concourse 
and  mob  of  persons  to  assemble  and  continue  opposite 
the  defendant's  shop,  in  breach  of  the  King's  peace,  and 
caused  a  great  riot  and  disturbance  in  the  street,  and 
refused  to  desist  when  requested ;  whereupon  the  defen- 
dant, in  order  to  preserve  the  peace,  sent  for  the  police- 
officers,  and  charged  them  with  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife, 
and  they  were  thereupon  taken  to  the  station-house,  and 
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to  the  police  officCi  to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.  Exch.  of  piew, 
Putting  the  word  riot  out  of  the  plea  altogether,  I  think  ^ 

it  discloses  a  sufficient  justification.  If  the  plaintifTi  under  Cobkn 
such  circumstances,  had  gone  away  when  directed  to  do  huskissow. 
so,  the  policeman  would  have  had  no  authority  to  follow 
and  take  him,  because  then  the  breach  of  the  peace  would 
be  over.  But  if  he  does  not,  but  persists  in  the  same 
conduct,  what  is  the  policeman  to  do? — if  he  takes  him 
into  custody,  as  he  is  certainly  entitled  to  do,  there  is  no 
other  way  of  proceeding  but  to  take  him  before  a  magis- 
trate, that  he  may  determine  the  matter  in  due  course  of 
law.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  though  this  might 
not  be  a  very  aggravated  case,  it  was  a  breach  of  the  peace, 
and  that  the  plea  was  proved. 

Parke,  B, — I  concur  in  thinking  that  there  was  no  mis- 
direction. There  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  good 
plea  on  the  face  of  it,  because  it  states  that  there  was  a 
riot;  and  no  doubt  the  defendant  was  justified  in  putting 
one  of  the  rioters  into  the  custody  of  a  policeman,  to  be 
taken  before  a  magistrate.  But  the  riot  was  not  proved ; 
the  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  rest  of  the  plea 
affords  a  justification :  and  I  think  there  does  appear, 
putting  aside  all  that  is  stated  about  the  obstruction  to  the 
plaintiff's  shop  and  his  business,  a  sufficient  averment  of  a 
breach  of  the  peace.    [His  Lordship  read  the  plea]. 

It  was  held,  in  the  case  of /n^/tf  v.  Be// (a),  that  after 
verdict,  an  allegation  that  the  defendant  did  the  act  com* 
plained  of  in  order  to  preserve  ike  peace,  is  equivalent  to 
an  allegation  that  a  breach  of  the  peace  was  in  fact  com- 
mitted. So  here,  after  verdict,  it  must  be  intended  that 
the  plea  describes  such  a  noise  and  disturbance  as  to 
amount  to  a  breach  of  the  peace.    Then  the  question  is, 

(a)  1  M.&W.616. 
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&r«i.  cf  pimt,  whether  the  conduct  stated  in  the  evidencei  of  calling  the 
defendant  by  opprobious  names,  and  so  colkcting  a  mob, 
and  thereby  obstructing  the  public  way,  does  not  amount 
to  a  breach  of  the  peace :  and  I  think  it  does ;  such  acts 
tend  to  excite  the  passions  of  the  crowds  and  to  endanger 
(he  person  or  house  of  the  party  so  abused :  and  in  the 
meantime  the  public  way  is  obstructed,  and  a  naisance 
created,  which  is  in  itself  an  indictable  ofience.  I  think, 
therefore,  such  chrcumstances  do  amount  to  a  breach  of 
the  peace,  although  not  perhaps  an  aggravated  one,  and 
that  the  defence  is  made  out. 


BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Aldersom,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


Hart,  Esq.  f>.  Henry  Alexakuer,  Esq. 

H.,aD  officer  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  lent,  money  had  and  received, 
Kill's  forces  in  interest,  and  on  an  account  Stated.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
d^itlld^tV  firs^  the  general  issue ;  secondly,  the  Statute  of  Limits- 

with  A.,  B.,  C, 

&  O.,  banken  Id  Calcmta,  trading  under  the  firm  of  A.  &  Co.  In  1818,  A.  ctne  to  Boglaad,  hav- 
ing executed  a  deed  whereby  he  was  to  cease  to  be  a  partner  in  the  firm  in  1822,  and  £.  was  to 
be  admitted  a  partner  in  his  room.  In  1822,  A.  accordingly  retired  firoro,  and  E.  came  into  tbe 
partnership,  and  the  dissolution  was  announced  in  the  Calcutta  Gazette.  It  appeared  to  be  the 
practice  of  the  firm  to  give  notice  of  changes  of  partnership  to  their  customers  by  circolar  letters : 
there  was,  however,  no  proof  that  any  letter  rMched  H.  announcing  A.'s  retirement  In  1822, 
A.  became  a  candidate  for  a  seat  in  the  direction  of  the  East  India  Company,  and  repeatedly  pub- 
blished  an  address  to  the  proprleton  of  East  India  Stock  in  several  newspapers,  stating  that 
his  connexion  with  mercantile  concerns  in  India  had  ceased.  Two  of  these  newspapers  were 
taken  in  at  the  rea^ng-room  of  a  town  where  H.,  who  had  returned  to  England,  was  then 
resident  Tbe  accounts  current  of  A.  &  Co.,  were  transmitted  yearly  to  H.  from  1817  to 
1832,  and  the  rates  of  interest  allowed  on  them  varied  several  times  after  the  year  1822.  In 
1881,  H.  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  then  members  of  the  firm  of  A.  &  Co.,  to  coUecl  tbe 
effecu  of  a  testator  in  India.  In  1832,  A.  &  Co.  failed.  In  1833,  H.  executed  another  power  of 
attorney  to  C.  (who  also  had  then  retired  from  the  firm)  to  prove  debts  against  the  estate  of  tbe 
bankrupU,  (naming  them,  and  describing  them  as  carrying  on  business  under  the  firm  of 
A.  &  Co.),  and  to  receive  dividends  : — Held,  that  these  facts  constituted  sufficient  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  to  shew  that  H.  knew  that  A.  had  retired  from  the  firm,  and  E.  had  oome  in  in 
his  place ;  and  that  he  had  agreed  to  discharge  A.  from  liability,  and  take  the  new  firm  as  bis 
debtort. 
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tions ;  and  several  other  special  pleas,  of  which  the  sixth  only  Arok.  </  PUiu, 
need  be  stated,  which  was  as  follows : — That  the  defendant 
heretoforei  to  wit,  prior  to  the  month  of  May,  18SS,  car- 
ried  on  business  as  a  partner  in  a  certain  copartnership, 
under  the  firm  and  style  of  Alexander  &  Co.,  and  that 
the  debt  in  the  dedaration  mentioned  was  due  and  owing 
from  the  said  firm  of  Alexander  &  Co.  to  the  plaintifi. 
That  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  May,  18S2,  the  defen* 
dant  retired  from  the  said  copartnership,  and  one  Nathaniel 
Alexander  then  became  a  partner  in  the  said  firm,  and  the 
said  business  was  continued  to  be  carried  on  under  the 
firm  and  style  aforesaid,  whereof  the  plaintiff  then  had 
notice;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  in  consideration  that 
the  said  Nathaniel  Alexander  would,  with  the  assent  and 
knowledge  of  the  plaintifl^,  when  he  should  become  part- 
ner as  aforesaid,  as  a  member  of  the  said  firm,  become 
liable  to  and  responsible  for  the  said  debt  so  due  and 
owing  as  aforesaid  to  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  agreed  with 
the  said  firm,  and  with  the  defendant,  to  discharge,  and 
did  discharge,  the  defendant  from  all  liability  in  respect 
tliereof :   That  the  said  Nathaniel  Alexander  did  become 
as  aforesaid  liable  to  and  responsible  for  the  said  debt  so 
due  and  owing  as  aforesaid,  whereby  the  defendant  became 
and  was  discharged  as  aforesaid. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  did  not  agree 
with  the  said  firm  and  the  defendant  to  discharge,  nor  did 
he  discharge  the  defendant  from  all  liability  in  respect  of 
the  said  debtor  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  &c. ; 
on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  action 
was  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
18,150/.,  being  the  value  in  English  money  of  148,771 
sicca  rupees,  with  interest  thereon  from  from  the  SOth 
April,  1832,  at  5  per  cent.,  alleged  to  be  due  to  the  plain* 
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£cdk.  rf  PUatt  tiff  from  the  defendant^  as  one  of  the  partners  in  the  firm 
of  Alexander  &  Co.,  bankers  at  Calcutta,  under  the 
following  circumstances. 

The  plaintiff,  Captain  Richard  Hart,  on  the  half-pay  of 
the  60th  Foot,  was  formerly  on  active  service  in  India,  and 
was  employed  on  the  expedition  against  Java  in  1815, 
whence  he  remitted  considerable  sums  to  the  house  of 
Alexander  &  Co.,  to  he  deposited  with  them  on  his  ac- 
count.   The  accounts  current  rendered  by  Alexander  & 
Co.  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  several  years  from  1816  to  1832 
were  put  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  those  of 
the  years  1816,  1817,  and  1818  were  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  defendant.     The  account  of  1816  gave  the  plaintiff 
credit  for  a  past  balance  of  29,518  sicca  rupees;  and  the 
balance  to  his  credit  at  the  foot  of  that  account   was 
51,180  sicca  rupees.     The  balance  continued  to  increase 
through  all  the  subsequent  accounts,  until,  on  the  30th 
April,  1832,  it  amounted  to  148,770  sicca  rupees.    The 
rate  of  interest  allowed  to  the  plaintiff  varied  at  different 
periods,  ranging  between  the  rates  of  10  and  5  per  cent. 
In  1822  and  the  two  following  years  it  was  at  6  per  cent. ; 
in  1825  it  was  reduced  to  5*    In  the  year  1816  the  firm  of 
Alexander  &  Co.  consisted  of  the  following  members; 
Josias  Duprd  Alexander,  the  defendant  Henry  Alexander, 
John  FuUarton,  and  Arthur  Jacob  Macan.      In   1818 
Josias  Dupr^  Alexander  retired,  and  James  Young  and 
Thomas  Bracken  were  admitted  partners ;  and  notice  of 
this  change  in  the  firm  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  cir- 
cular letter ;  which  was  stated  to  be  the  custom  of  the  firm 
on  any  change  in  the  partnership.    In  1818  Mr.  Macan 
died,  and  George  Ballard  and  J.  C.  C.  Sutherland  were 
admitted  partners.     In  1822  the  defendant  retired  from 
the  firm,  and  Nathaniel  Alexander  was  admitted,  a  partner. 
In  1825  Mr.  FuUarton  retired,  and  the  other  five  partners. 
Young,   Bracken,  Ballard,  Sutherland,   and  Nathaniel 
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Alexander,  carried  on  the  business  until  December  1832,  BMck.  of  PUat, 

lfiS7 
when   they  became  bankrupts.    No  direct  notice  was 

proved  to  have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  of  any  of  the 
changes  in  the  firm,  except  as  above  stated ;  and  another 
g^ntleman^  also  a  customer  of  the  house,  who  was  called 
on  the  plaintiff's  part,  stated  that  he  had  not  received 
any  notice  in  the  usual  way,  by  circular,  of  the  defendant's 
having  ceased  to  be  a  partner.  The  following  evidence, 
however,  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  home  to  the  plaintiff  a  knowledge  of 
the  retirement  of  the  defendant  from  the  firm,  and  of  the 
accession  of  Nathaniel  Alexander  in  his  room. 

The  defendant  came  from  India  to  England  in  1818, 
having  previously  executed  a  deed  by  which  he  was  to 
cease  to  be  a  partner  in  May  182^,  at  the  latest,  and 
Nathaniel  Alexander  was  to  be  admitted  on  his  retirement. 
On  the  6th  May,  IS22,  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  by  the 
defendant's  retirement,  and  the  formation  of  the  new  part- 
nership, were  announced  in  the  Calcutta  Gazette.  In  the 
same  year,  the  defendant  became  a  candidate  for  the  ofiice 
of  a  director  of  the  East  India  Company,  and  inserted 
thirteen  times  in  the  newspapers,  amongst  others  in  the 
Times  and  Courier,  an  address  to  the  proprietors  of  East 
India  Stock,  soliciting  their  suffrages,  and  stating  that  all 
his  connexion  with  mercantile  concerns  in  India  had 
ceased  (a) :  and  in  18S3,  he  was  elected  a  director.  At 
this  period  the  plaintiff  (who  had  returned  to  England 
some  time  before,  but  at  what  precise  time  did  not 
appear)  was  resident  at  Hythe,  in  Kent,  and  was  a  sub-* 
scriber  to  a  reading  room  there,  at  which  the  Times  and 
Courier  newspapers  were  taken  in.  The  plaintiff  con- 
tinued to  receive  his  accounts-current  yearly,  through  the 
house  of  Fletcher,  Alexander,  &  Co.  of  London,  the  agents 
of  the  Indian  house,  until  the  year  1831:  the  respective 
rates  of  interest  charged  in  each  year  being  stated  in  such 
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Exeh.  cf  Pleat,  accounts.  In  October  1831 ,  the  plaintiff^  as  one  of  the  exe- 
^  cutors  of  a  brother  of  his  who  had  died  in  Persia,  executed 
Hart  at  the  office  of  Fletcher,  Alexander,  &  Co.,  a  power  of 
Albxandbb.  attorney  to  Messrs.  Young,  Bracken,  Ballard,  Sutherland, 
and  Nathaniel  Alexander,  (describing  them  as  members  of 
the  house  of  Alexander  &  Co.),  to  get  in  property  of  the 
testator  in  India.  And  in  May  18S3,  he  executed  another 
power  of  attorney  to  Mr.  Fullarton,  the  former  partner  in 
the  house  of  Alexander  &  Co.,  together  with  the  members 
of  the  firm  of  Bagshaw  &  Co.,  in  Calcutta,  **  to  receive  of 
and  from  James  Young,  Thomas  Bracken,  George  Ballard, 
J.  C.  C.  Sutherland,  and  Nathaniel  Alexander,  all  of  Cal- 
cutta, merchants  and  agents,  then  or  lately  carrying  on 
business  in  copartnership,  under  the  firm  of  Alexander  & 
Co.,*'  all  dividends,  principal  and  interest,  &c.  &c.  due  to 
him,  the  plaintifi^,  on  the  balance  of  any  account  current, 
&c.,  and  to  vote  in  the  choice  of  assignees,  and  prove  under 
the  estate,  of  any  bankrupts  or  insolvents  indebted  to  him. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  summing  up,  stated  the  law 
applicable  to  the  case  to  be  this :  that  where  a  partner 
retired  from  a  firm,  and  a  party  trading  with  the  firm, 
having  a  knowledge  of  that  fact,  went  on  trading  with  the 
firm,  and  entering  into  new  contracts,  by  taking  new  rates 
of  interest  or  otherwise,  he  thereby  acquitted  the  retired 
partner,  and  consented  to  take  the  remaining  partners  for 
his  debtors ;  and  that  such  was  the  case  even  though  no 
new  partner  came  in  on  the  retirement  of  the  old  one. 
His  Lordship  was  therefore  of  opinion,  that  if  the  plaintiff 
knew,  in  the  year  1825,  when  he  received  his  account 
notifying  to  him  a  change  in  the  rate  of  interest,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the  firm, — ^inasmuch 
as  with  that  knowledge  he  thus  made  a  new  contract  with 
the  continuing  partners,  the  defendant  was  thereby  dis- 
charged. And  he  observed  strongly  on  the  several  cir- 
cumstances proved  in  the  cause,  and  the  situation  and  re- 
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lations  of  the  parties,  as  leading  to  a  conclusion  that  the  Exch.  of  PieoM, 
plaintiff  did  know  of  the  defendant's  retirement  from  the 
firm.     The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Sir  W.  FoUeii  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  and  contended 
that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  shew  that 
the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  discharge  the  defendant  from 
liability,  as  alleged  in  the  plea. — ^The  recent  cases  have 
settled  the  law  as  to  the  liability  of  retired  partners :  and 
it  follows  from  them,  that  if  the  creditor  has  distinct  notice 
of  the  retirement  of  one  partner,  and  the  substitution  of 
another  in  his  place,  and  acquiesces  in  that  arrangement, 
and  by  the  receipt  of  some  new  security,  or  by  some  other 
positive  act  done,  shews  that  he  adopts  the  new  firm  as 
his  debtors,  then,  and  not  otherwise,  the  retired  partner  is 
discharged.  Thompson  v.  Percival{a),  Kirwan  v.  JSCtr- 
wan  (6).  The  effect  of  those  cases  was  to  shake  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  David  v.  EUiee  (c),  which  had 
proceeded  on  the  ground  that  there  must  be  some  con- 
sideration shewn  for  the  agreement  to  discharge  the 
retiring  partner  from  liability.  Here  it  is  clear  that  no 
direct  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  change  in  the  firm  was 
proved.  [Paries  B. — Knowledge  is  sufficient.]  Then  the 
circumstances  to  prove  knowledge  were  merely  these : — 
Ist.  The  publication  in  the  Calcutta  Gasette  of  the  dis- 
solution ;  but  as  the  plaintiff  was  resident  in  England,  that 
amounted  to  nothing.  Snd.  The  advertisement  of  the 
defendant's  address  to  the  proprietors  of  East  India  stock, 
in  the  newspapers  taken  in  at  the  Hythe  reading  room. 
But  surely  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  party  reads  the 
whole  of  every  newspaper  which  he  is  even  proved  to  have 
seen.  And  the  plaintiff,  not  being  a  proprietor  of  East 
India  stock,  would  not  be  interested  to  notice  this  ad- 

(a)  3  Nev.  &  M.  167;  6  B.  &  (c)  6  B.  &  Cr.  196;  7  D.&  R. 
Ad.  925.  690. 

(()2C.&M.617;4Tyr.491. 

YOL.  II.  K  K  M.  W. 
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Egch.  9f  Pieat,  vertisemcnt.     Srd.  The  execution  of  the  powers  of  mttor* 
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ney.     Now  they  would  necessarily  be  given  only  to  the 

partners  who  were  in  India,  not  to  one  who  was  io  EjQgland; 
and  would  therefore  have  heen  in  the  same  terms  if  the  de- 
fendant had  continued  a  partner  the  whole  time.  At  the 
mo6t^  they  furnish  an  inference  altogether  equivocal. 


Lord  Abingsr,  C.  B. — My  opinion,  when  this 
was  tried,  was  certainly  very  strongly  in  support  of  the 
verdict :  indeed,  I  considered  the  evidence  so  cogent,  that 
I  thought,  and  still  think,  it  would  not  be  easy  to  indiiocr 
a  jury  to  find  a  different  one.  The  plaintiff  was  in  India 
in  1815;  it  is  not  shewn  that  he  was  in  England  before 
1822,  when  he  is  residing  at  Hythe,  and  subscribing  to 
and  attending  the  reading-room  there.  As  far  as  appeans 
from  the  evidence,  the  defendant  left  India  before  the 
plaintiff  did,  namely,  in  the  year  1819.  Now  I  think  it  ia 
a  natural  presumption  that,  when  a  man  has  invested  hia 
money  in  Indian  securities,  he  takes  some  interest  in  what 
is  passing  in  Indis,  and  in  the  state  of  the  Indian  directtan: 
and  from  my  own  experience  in  life  I  can  say,  that  a  p^r> 
son  who  has  been  in  the  military  or  civil  service  in  ImhHb. 
takes  great  interest  in  all  that  relates  to  that  country.  It 
would  therefore  he  highly  probable,  that  the  retirement  of 
a  partner  from  an  extensive  mercantile  firm  in  India  WQal4 
be  known  to  all  persons  connected  with  Indian  afiaifs.  Io 
the  year  182^,  the  defendant  inserts  in  thirteen  diffisreot 
newspapers  an  advertisement,  stating  that  he  is  a  can* 
didate  for  a  seat  in  the  direction ;  and  in  the  following 
year  he  is  elected  a  director.  Now  by  the  law  of  the  land, 
a  person  cannot  be  a  director  of  that  company,  who  haa 
any  interest  in  a  mercantile  house  :  .and  is  it  then  too 
much  to  presume  that  this  circumstaQce  was  known  to  the 
plaintiff,  an  officer  and  a  gentleman  of  education,  who  had 
served  in  India,  and  who  had  invested  his  money  in  the 
house  to  which  the  defendant  had  belonged  ?    Surely  it 
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is  not  an  overstrained  presumption  that  he  knew  this  to  be  ^^*'^j'*'^» 
the  law.    It  appeared  further,  tliat  two  of  the  newspapers  ^ 

in  which  the  defendant's  advertisement  was  inserted  were         Hart 
taken  in  at  the  Hythe  reading-room ;  and  that  accounts    Alexandek. 
were  from  time  to  time  sent  to  the  plaintifT,  which  stated 
the  amount  of  interest  allowed  by  the  firm  on  their  de- 
posits.   There  was  no  entry  of  any  new  transaction  after 
the  year  18:24^  but  the  accounts  consisted  only  of  the 
addition  of  interest,  the  rate  of  which  was  several  times 
varied.     In  1831»  the  plaintiff,  wishing  to  send  a  power 
of  attorney  to  enable  parties  in  India  to  administer  his 
brother's  effects,  is  in  communication  with  Fletcher,  Alex- 
ander, &  Co.,  who  are  the  correspondents  of  the  Indian 
bouse ;  and  in  their  office  he  executes  the  power  of  attor- 
ney ki  question,  in  which  all  the  partners  of  the  house  in 
India  are  particularly  specified,  and  from  which  it  may 
well  be  presumed  that  he  was  aware  of  the  persons  who 
tlien  formed  the  partnership  firm.  If  it  had  been  intended 
to  be  addressed  to  some  of  the  partners  only,  the  natural 
description  would  have  been  ''to  A.  and  B.,  in  partner- 
ship with  others  in  the  firm  of  Alexander  and  Co. :"  but 
upon  the  face  of  this  instrument  the  presumption  is  that  the 
person  who  signed  it  must  have  been  aware  that  the  parties 
named  in  it  were  the  sole  partners  in  the  house.    After 
the  firm  failed,  the  plaintiff  executed  another  power  of 
attorney  to  Mr.  FuUarton,  who  had  left  the  partnership 
some  years,  to  receive  for  him  the  dividends  due  from  the 
other  members  of  the  firm.   These  circumstances  were  all 
strong  to  shew  the  'great  probability,  that,  although  there 
was  no  direct  proof  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  circu- 
lar letters,  he  took  such  an  interest  in  the  solvency,  credit, 
and  condition  of  his  debtors,  as  to  know  who  were  the 
partners  constituting  the  firm  at  the  several  periods  of 
time.     Under  all  these  circumstances,  could  I  say  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  the  fact  that  the  defendant  had  left  the  firm  ?— and 

K  K  S 
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^^\£f^^'  ^^^^f  ^*^  ^^  unlikely  that  he  should  also  know  who  were 

v«..,....^J.^     the  partners  who  succeeded  him  ?  I  can  see  no  one  reason 

Hart        why  the  jury  should  have  inferred  that  this  gentleman  did 

Alexander,    not  attend  to  all  his  concerns,  and  did  not  entertain  the 

least  curiosity  to  know  whether  the  defendant  continued 

a  partner.     I  think  there  was  evidence,  and  very  strong 

evidence,  to  go  to  the  jury  of  his  knowledge  of  that  fact ; 

and  having  that  knowledge,  the  rest  seems  necesaarily  to 

follow. 

Parke,  B. — I  also  think  there  ought  to  be  no  rule.  I 
see  no  misdirection,  and  I  think  there  was  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury,  and  am  not  dissatisfied  with  their  verdict.  It 
is  by  no  means  improbable  that  if,  in  David  v.  EUicep  and 
Kirwan  v.  Kirwan,  the  question  had  been  left  to  the  jury, 
instead  of  being  determined  by  the  Court,  they  would  have 
drawn  the  same  conclusion  as  in  the  present  case.  The 
first  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  a  knowledge  of 
the  defendant's  retirement  from  the  firm,  so  as  to  found 
upon  that  knowledge  an  agreement  to  accept  the  new  firm 
as  Ms  debtors.  On  that  point  I  think  there  was  sufiicient 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury.  It  is  by  no  means  improbable, 
under  the  circumstances,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  had  become  an  East  India  director. 
The  conclusion  of  the  jury,  however,  rests  most  strongly 
on  the  fact  of  the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney  in 
1883,  as  shewing  an  adoption  of  the  insolvent  firm  in  Indim 
as  his  debtors,  instead  of  the  defendant,  a  solvent  person 
resident  in  England.  Then  I  think  there  was  also  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  that  he  knew  Nathaniel  Alexander  had 
become  a  partner,  and  that  he  agreed  to  accept  the  ne'w 
members  of  the  firm  as  his  debtors,  and  to  discharge  the 
original  debtors.  There  was  the  -  fact  of  his  having  re* 
ceived  accounts  from  the  year  18^  to  the  year  1832, 
during  which  period  the  firm  was  several  times  changed^ 
and  the  rate  of  interest  was  varied  from  time  to  time. 
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Thw  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  knowledge  of  the  Bxeh,rfPkat, 
persons  sending  such  accounts.  And,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  the  power  of  attorney  given  to  Fullarton,  to 
prove  the  plaintiff's  debt  against  the  insolvent  firm  in 
India,  is  strong  evidence  of  his  knowledge  of  the  persons 
composing  that  firm,  and  of  his  adoption  of  them  as  his 
debtors.  I  apprehend  the  law  to  be  now  settled,  that  if 
one  partner  goes  out  of  a  firm,  and  another  comes  in,  the 
debts  of  the  old  firm  may,  by  the  consent  of  all  the  three 
parties — the  creditor,  the  old  firm,  and  the  new  firm — be 
transferred  to  the  new  firm.  In  David  v.  Ellice^  the 
retired  partner  was  held  liable ;  but  the  Court  was  sub- 
stituted for  a  jury  in  that  case,  and  I  much  doubt  whether 
twelve  merchants  would  have  determined  it  as  the  Court 
did.  The  authority,  however,  of  that  case,  as  well  as  of 
Lodge  V.  Dictu  (a),  has  been  much  shaken  by  Thompson 
V.  PereivaL 


BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  sorry  to  differ  with  my  learned 
Brothers,  but  in  this  case  I  think  there  was  no  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  to  found  the  conclui^ion  that  the  defen- 
dant was  discharged  from  liability.  No  doubt,  if  the 
plaintiff,  having  notice  of  the  change  of  partnership, 
adopted  the  new  firm  as  his  debtors,  the  defendant  would 
no  longer  remain  liable.  But  clear  liabilities  can  be  re- 
moved only  by  clear  evidence  of  their  discharge ;  and 
looking  at  the  whole  of  this  evidence,  I  cannot  satisfy 
myself  that  it  was  sufficient  to  raise  more  than  a  proba- 
bility that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  defendant's  retire- 
ment from  the  firm.  With  respect  to  the  advertisement  in 
the  newspaper,  we  all  know  that  a  man  is  not  bound  to 
look  at  all  the  newspapers  which  may  lie  in  the  reading- 
room  to  which  he  subscribes ;  nor  to  read  all  that  may 
appear  in  any  one  paper.     It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 

{a)  dB.&Ald.  611. 
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^*^  9fP^fih  too  much  to  consider  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  been 
a  subscriber  to  the  room  at  Hythe  as  evidence  of  his 
knowledge  of  the  change  of  partnership.  And  with  re- 
gard to  the  power  of  attorney,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
mention  in  it  the  names  of  all  the  persons  composing  the 
firm  of  Alexander  and  Co.,  and  I  chink  one  would  expect 
that  the  only  names  that  would  be  mentioned  would 
be  those  of  such  members  of  the  firm  as  were  then  in 
India. 

AXiDBRSON,  B. — ^The  general  rule  is,  that  if  there  be  no 
misdirection  in  point  of  law,  unless  the  judge  who  tried 
the  cause  is  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict,  the  Court  does 
not  grant  a  new  trial.  Here  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  states 
that  he  concurs  in  the  finding  of  the  jury.  Now  some 
things  are  clear  in  the  case  :  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant 
left  the  firm  at  the  period  stated  in  the  plea,  and  also  that 
the  plaintiff  gave  credit  to  the  firm  of  Alexander  and  Co., 
no  matter  who  were  the  persons  who  from  time  to  time 
composed  the  firm :  and  I  think  there  was  evidence  from 
which  a  jury  might  infer  that  he  knew  of  changes  in  the 
firm  from  time  to  time  :  the  material  question  however  is^ 
whether  he  knew  of  the  defendant's  having  left  it.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  much  weight  to  be  attached  to  the  fact  of  the 
newspapers  containing  the  defendant's  advertisement  being 
in  the  reading-room ;  I  do  not  see  why  it  is  to  be  inferred 
that  the  plaintiff  read  the  advertisement :  nevertheless,  I 
cannot  say  that  it  was  no  evidence  at  all  to  go  to  the  jury. 
The  execution  of  the  powers  of  attorney  is  the  strongest 
evidence ;  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  the  plaintiff  looked 
at  them  before  he  executed  them,  and  they  would  give 
him  reason  to  suppose  that  the  defendant  had  retired 
from  the  firm,  and  that  Nathaniel  Alexander  had  become 
a  partner.  Although,  therefore,  I  cannot  say  that  if  I  had 
been  upon  the  jury  I  should  have  found  the  same  verdict^ 
I  concur  in  refusing  the  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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Exck,  rf  PUtUt 

Plumher,  Administratrix  of  M,  Thompson,  deceased,  r.     ^*""*^'      ' 

Lee. 

JLf  £BT  on  an  award. — ^I'he  declaration  stated,  that  be-  Debt  on  an 
ibre  the  making  of  the  submission  to  arbitration  therein-  deciarmtion  au 
after  next  mentioned,  certain  diiferences  had  arisen  and  ferences^had** 
were  depending  between  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  V***"}  ^TJ^ 
aforesaid,  and  the  defendant,  concerninir  divers  sums  of  adminbtntrix 

ofM   T    and 

money  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  adminis*  ^iie  defendant, 
tratrix  as  aforesaid,  and  of  and  concerning  part  of  which  ^'II*"^*,f*'' 
sums  of  money  there  had  been  a  settlement  on  a  certaui  money  dae  from  , 

the  defendant  to 

day  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  M.  Thompson,  to  wit,  on  the  plaintiff,  as 
the  12th  day  of  July,  183;^,  which  settlement  was  the  last  ^f ToSlTS^'' 
settlement  next  before  the  nwking  of  the  award  therein-  7'>>^*"  •^^  **»<* 

°  been  a  Bettle- 

after  mentioned :  and  thereupon,  for  putting  an  end  to  ment  on  a  cer- 
the  said  differences,  the  plaintiff,  as  executrix  as  aforesaid,  ufetime  of  the 
and  the  defendant,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  1 1th  June,  ^J* ^^ZZ ^^ 
18S5,  respectively  submitted  themselves  to  the  award  of  ^^^^^  ^^^^^' 

*^  "^  ment  was  the 

one  J.  P.,  to  be  made  between  them  af  and  concerning  last  settlement 
the  said  differences.     And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  saith,  tliat  making  oiTthe^ 
the  said  J.   P.  having  notice  thereof,  and  having  taken  5re"rbi*rator*** 
upon  himself  the  burthen  of  the  said  arbitrament,  after*  awarded  that 

,  ,      _  _  aa^  1      I  •  .      there  was  due 

wards,  to  wit,  on  the   loth  May,  looo,  made  his  certain  fronrthTdsfciV. 
award  between  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  pi^^t^^j^ot, 
aad  the  defendant,  and  thereby  awarded  that  there  was  f}^^  intMMt 

'  from  the  penod 

^^IHe  said  Hit* 
mtntUmed  tsttlemetU,  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  that  the  arbitrator  did  not  make  any  award 
eoBoeniiog  the  premises  in  the  declatatbn  mentioned,  modo  et  formS  ;  2dly,  that  the  day  in  the 
declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned  was  not  the  day  of  the  last  settlement  next  before  the  making 
of  the  sward;  Sdly,  that  no  such  settiement  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  at  any  time 
made.    It  appeared  that  the  date  of  the  last  settiement  was  not  in  dispute  between  the  parties. 

Held,  that  the  second  issue  was  immaterial ;  and  the  jury  having  found  it  for  the  defendant,  the 
Court  awarded  a  repleader  as  to  that  issue. 

Held,  also,  that  the  award  was  sufflcientiy  certain. 

Where  a  plea  raises  an  immaterial  Issue,  but  contains  no  confession  of  the  cause  of  actbn,  the 
proper  coarse  ii  to  award  a  repleader,  not  to  give  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Whore  thtre  are  several  pleas  on  the  record,  on  which  issues  are  taken,  but  on  none  of  them 
the  cause  of  action  is  fully  confessed,  or  proved,  the  Court  may  award  a  repleader,  if  one  of  the 
nsnei  be  immaterial. 

On  a  jodgmcnt  of  repleader,  neither  party  is  entitled  to  cosu. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  then  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiflTi  as  adminis- 
^     tratrix  as  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  150/.,  together  with  inter- 
Plommbr      est  on  the  same  from  the  period  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
Lbs.         settlement,  on  payment  of  which  a  receipt  in  full  should 
be  given  :  of  which  said  award  the  defendant  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  &c.,  had  notice.    The  declaration  then  averred 
that  although  the  plaintiff,  as  administratrix  as  aforesaid, 
had  always  been  willing  to  receive  the  monies  so  awarded, 
and  on  payment  thereof  to  give  a  receipt  in  full,  the  de- 
fendant had  not  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c* ; 
and  concluded  with  profert  of  the  letters  of  administration. 
Pleas,  first,   that  the    arbitrator  did  not  make  any 
award    of  and   upon  the    premises   in   the   declaratioa 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  secondly,  that  the 
day  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned  was  not 
the  day  of  the  last  settlement  next  before  the  making  of 
the  said  award,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  thirdly,  that 
no  such  settlement  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
at  any  time  made:  on  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  AUersan,  B«,  at  the  Middlesex  ait- 
tings  in  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  on  the 
first  and  third  issues,  and  the  defendant  on  the  second. 
On  a  subsequent  day,  W.  H.  Waisan  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  second  issue,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  an  immaterial  one;  and  R.  V. 
RichardSf  for  the  defendant,  also  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  award  was  un- 
certain, in  not  defining  which  was  *'  the  last  settlement" 
referred  to  by  the  arbitrator.  Both  rules  now  came  on 
for  argument  together. 

Richards,  for  the  defendant. — The  award  is  uncertain 
on  the  face  of  it,  unless  aided  by  some  extrinsic  averment. 
The  period  from  which  interest  is  to  be  calculated  is 
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wholly  unascertained.    Without  the  ayerment  in  the  de-  ^BkcA.  tf  Pkoit 

1837 
claradon  that  there  was  a  settlement  on  a  certain  day,  to  ^ 

wit»  the  13th  of  July,  how  could  the  defendant  know  Plummu 
which  was  the  day  of  the  last  settlement  ?  Unless  that  is  Lbe. 
defined,  he  cannot  pay  money  into  Ck>urt.  The  defen- 
dant could  not  traverse  the  fact  of  a  settlement  having 
been  come  to,  since  he  admits  there  was  a  settlement. 
The  statement  of  the  precise  period  was  the  only  thing 
which  could  enable  him  to  perform  the  award.  This  was 
a  fact  which  could  only  be  in  the  knowledge  of  the  arbi* 
trator ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  he  might  have  been 
called  to  shew  to  what  settlement  he  referred  ;  he  might 
have  died  before  the  trial.  An  award  must  be  certain  in 
its  terms,  or  capable  of  being  rendered  certain  without 
the  aid  of  extrinsic  averments :  Cargey  v.  Aitchesan  (a). 
The  averment  of  time  in  the  declaration,  therefore,  al- 
though laid  under  a  videlicet,  is  material,  and  the  decla- 
ration might  have  been  demurred  to  for  the  want  of  it. 
Without  it,  the  defendant  could  not  know  what  money 
had  been  paid  before  action  brought. 

Watson,  contra. — The  arbitrator  having  directed  a  pay- 
ment of  money,  with  interest,  since  the  date  of  the  last 
settlement,  the  date  or  time  of  such  settlement  is  not  ma- 
terial. This  b  a  substantial  allegation  of  the  declaratioUf 
not  matter  of  description,  and  therefore  the  addition  of 
the  videlicet  shews  the  day  to  be  immaterial.  If  money 
be  payable  on  a  certain  event,  it  cannot  be  necessary  in 
pleading  to  aver  ihe  day  of  the  happening  of  that  event ; 
and  if  the  day  be  made  parcel  of  the  issue  where  it  ought 
not  to  be,  it  is  immaterial.  Bennei  v.  Holbech  {b). 
[Parke,  B. — It  certainly  strikes  me  that  the  allegation  of 
the  time  is  quite  immaterial.    Jlderson,  B. — As  to  the 

(a)  2  B.  &  Gr.  170 ;  S.  G.  on  error,  2  Blng.  199.      (6)  2  Saond.  317- 
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^BmA.  ^^''^'  objection  that  it  was  impoMiUe  to  pay  aMney  into  GMirt, 
-*  the  defiMidant  might  have  demanded  a  particular]. 
PtvmnR  Then,  in  the  next  place,  the  award  is  sufficiently  cer- 
Lbb.  tain.  Id  certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest ;  the  omis- 
sion of  the  date  may  be  supplied  by  averment.  In  Beale 
y.  Beale,  Roll.  Abr.,  Arbitreraenti  H.  14«  it  is  said,  ''  Si 
un  submission  soit  de  touts  controversies  touchant  un 
▼oiage  al  mere,  et  un  obligation  oue  condition  pur  per^ 
formance  de  ceo ;  et  un  agard  est  fidt  que  Tun  paiera 
son  parte  del  charge  del  voiage,  et  allowera  son  propor- 
tionable parte  del  losse  que  venera  al  niege  per  le  voiage 
sur  accompt ;  et  agard  oustre  de  Tauter  parte,  &o.  Ce- 
ment que  cest  agard  soit  de  luy  mesme  uncerten^  uncore 
en  tsnt  que  poet  estre  reduce  al  un  certentie,  ceo  est  un 
bon  agard."  That  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle 
from  the  present.  Another  rule  is,  that  nothing  shall  be 
intended  against  an  award.  Besides,  if  the  date  may  or 
may  not  be  uncertain,  this  uncertainty  ought  to  have  been 
pleaded.  Cargey  v.  Aiieheson,  Hanson  v.  Liversedge  (a). 
Suppose  the  award  bad  directed  the  party  to  pay  interest 
from  the  death  of  A.  B.,  this  would  be  capable  of  proof  by 
allegation  and  evidence. 

Richards* — The  submission  was  of  all  matters  in  dif- 
ference. If,  then,  all  the  matters  in  evidence  are  not 
legally  determined  upon,  it  is  open  to  the  defendant  to 
take  advantage  of  the  omisuon,  under  the  traverse  of  the 
award  having  been  made  modo  et  formft.  Even  the  case 
put  on  the  other  side,  of  an  award  made  for  payment  of 
interest  from  the  death  of  an  individual,  would  be  bad  by 
reason  of  uncertainty.  It  is  impossible  to  tell  what  was 
operating  on  the  arbitrator's  mind  as  to  the  lasi  settlement ; 
and  as  the  award  points  to  several  settlements,  unless  the 

(o)2VeBt.242. 
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last  aettlement  it  defined,  the  award  ia  uncertain  and  bad.  ^Bn^  <if  Km% 

1837 
The  arbitrator  himself  was  the  only  person  who  could 

have  proved  bis  own  meaning;  so  that  the  defendant  is 

only  changing  one  matter  of  controversy  for  another.    If 

the  arbitrator  had  referred  to  a  fact  that  might  be  known 

with  certainty  aliande,  it  would  have  been  diiiferent;  but 

it  is  impossible  to  say  with  certainty  to  what  settlement  he 

intended  to  refer.     [Parke,  B. — May  not  the  award  be 

good  as  to  the  principali  though  it  be  bad  as  to  the 

interest?] 

The  Court  intimated  that  it  was  matter  for  considera* 

tion  whether  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  award  a  repleader, 

instead  of  entering  up  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto, 

as  prayed ;  and  accordingly, 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  on  a  subse- 
quent day  in  the  term,  by 

Parke,  B. — [After  stating  the  pleadings,  he  continued]: 
The  first  question  to  be  disposed  of  is  the  rule  for  a  new 
trial. 

This  award  appears  to  the  Court  to  fall  within  the  prin- 
eiple  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Cargey  v.  Aitcheson  (a).  It 
is  not  necessarily  uncertain.  If  the  time  of  the  last  settle- 
ment mentioned  in  the  award  was  uncertain,  or  matter  in 
dispute,  the  award  would  have  been  bad.  We  need  not 
decide  whether  that  objection  would  have  been  open  to 
the  defendant  on  this  plea:  because,  admitting  that  it  was 
so,  it  appeared  distinctly  in  proof  that  ttie  date  of  the 
last  settlement  was  certain,  and  was  not  a  matter  in  dispute 
between  the  parties,  but  was  mutually  agreed  on  by 
diem  both.  We  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  but  that  the 
award  is  good,  and  the  first  issue  properly  found  for 
the  plaintifi; 

(«)  2B.&C.170. 
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£«wk  0/  Pitm,      The  next  question  is,  whether  the  second  issue  be  im- 
material, and  what  is  the  consequence  if  it  be  not? 

We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  was  inmateriaK  The 
precise  day  of  the  last  setdement  was  of  no  consequence, 
if  a  last  settlement  had  been  made  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
intestate,  and  before  the  reference.  If  there  had  been  no 
other  plea  on  the  record,  the  proper  course  would  have 
been  to  award  a  repleader,  aad  not  to  have  given  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto.  That  form  of  judgment 
proceeds  on  the  confession  in  the  plea,  and  the  insnfll- 
dency  of  the  avoidance:  but  in  this  plea,  there  is  no  con* 
fession^  on  which  judgment  can  lie  given ;  it  raises  an 
immaterial  issue,  without  any  confession.  The  next  ques* 
tion  to  be  considered  i&»  whether  a  repleader  ought  to  be 
awarded,  as  there  is  another  proper  issue  raided,  and 
decided  for  the  pluntiff,  on  this  record,  on  which,  if  it 
stood  alone,  the  jdaintiff  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  judg- 
ment. In  the  case  of  Oaadbume  v.  Bawnum  (a),  it  is  for 
the  first  time  suggested,  that  if  an  immaterial  issue  be 
raiMd  by  one  plea,  and  the  cause  of  action  is  fully  con- 
fessed, or  proved,  on  another,  on  the  same  record,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  that  confession,  or 
proof,  and  a  repleader  would  not  be  awarded.  But  the 
present  case  is  distinguishable  from  that,  for  here  no  plea 
contains  a  confession  of  any  part  of  the  cause  of  action ; 
and  there  is  no  issue  upon  any  plea,  establishing  the  truth 
of  the  whole  of  it;  and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  precedent 
that  a  repleader  can  be  granted  a€  to  part :  consequently, 
as  there  can  be  no  judgment  on  a  confession,  there  must 
be  a  repleader*  To  save  the  expense  of  a  formal  judg- 
ment, the  parties  should  amend  without  costs  on  either 
side. 

The  following  was  the  rule  drawn  up  :-^*<  It  is  ordered 
that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  be  discharged;  and  it  is  fur- 

(a)  9  Bing.  632;  2  M.&  ScoU,  700. 
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ther  ordered  tbat  the  parties  be  at  liberty  to  amend  with-  ^Bm*:  of  paw, 
out  payment  of  costs ;  but  if  the  defendant  does  not  amend 
within  a  week,  then  the  plaintiff  is  to  have  judgment  of 
repleader,  on  the  rule  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere^ 
dioto.** 


Neither  party  amended,  and  tbe  plaintiff  signed  judg- 
ment of  repleader)  and  gave  a  new  rule  to  plead,  and 
served  a  demand  of  plea.  The  defendant  thereupon  took 
out  a  summons,  and  obtained  a  judge's  order,  to  stay  tlie 
proceedings  on  payment  of  debt  and  costs.  On  the  taza-' 
tion  of  costs,  the  Master  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  general  costs  of  the  cause,  and  accordingly 
allowed  him  the  costs  of  trial,  of  the  first  and  third 
issues,  aod  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  but  disallowed 
him  the  costs  of  the  second  issue.  On  tbe  following  day 
tbe  plaintiff's  attorney  signed  final  judgment  for  want  of 
a  plea  on  the  repleader,  and  aetved  tiie  defendant's  attor- 
ney with  a  bill  of  forther  costs  of  such  judgment  On 
tbe  2nd  June, 

Biehards  obtMned  a  rale  nisi  to  review  the  taxation, 
and  to  aet  aside  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that,  on  a 
judgment  of  repleader,  neither  party  was  entitled  to  any 
costs. 

WaUoB  shewed  cause. — ^The  <ffder  was  to  stay  pro^ 
ceediogs  on  payment  of  debt  and  coMisf  tbe  question  is, 
what  are  those  costs  ?  Before  the  new  rules,  undoubtedly ,' 
there  were  no  costs  on  either  side  on  a  judgment  of 
repleader.  But  the  rule  of  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  74,  which 
directs  that  the  costs  of  all  issues  found  for  the  defendant 
shall  be  deducted  from  the  plaintiff's  costa,  appears  to 
have  introduced  a  new  general  principle  of  taxation. 
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Before  the  new  rules,  tbe  costs  on  a  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto  were  subject  to  the  same  rule  as  on  a 
repleader;  Da  Cosiay.  Clarke  (fl):  but  now,  if  there  were 
an  issue  going  to  tbe  whole  cause  of  action,  on  a  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto,  the  costs  of  the  issues  found  for 
the  plaintiff  would  be  taxed  for  him,  and  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled  to  costs  on  such  issue  found  for  him. 

Parks,  B. — No — the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  de- 
cided the  contrary  (a),  and  I  think  rightly.  Tbe  party  ia 
entitled  to  costs  where  he  was  so  entitled  under  tbe  statute 
of  Anne ;  he  cannot  have  the  costs  of  issues  found  for 
him  where  there  is  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  I 
think  tbe  new  rule  referred  to  makes  no  difference  here. 
It  is  not  one  of  tbe  parliamentary  rules,  therefore  could  not 
alter  the  law ;  all  that  it  did  was  to  put  a  proper  interpreta- 
tion on  the  statute  of  23  Hen.  6,  c.  15,  setting  aside  those 
decisions  which  had  held,  that  where' a  defendant  succeeds 
on  part  of  a  divisible  cause  of  action,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
costs  for  that  part.  We  thought  that  waa  wrong,  and 
therefore  the  rule  in  question  was  framed.  But  this  case 
must  follow  the  general  rule  of  a  repleader;  the  parties 
must  begin  again  at  the  first  fault,  and  the  subsequent 
pleadings  go  for  nothing.  Tbe  rule  must  therefore  be 
absolute  for  a  review  of  the  taxation ;  and  also  to  set  aside 
the  judgment,  but  without  costs ;  the  plaintiff  ought  not 
to  pay  the  costs  of  his  judgment,  as  the  defendant  did  not 
obtain  a  stay  of  proceedings. 

Rule  absolute  according^. 

ia)  2  Bos.  &  P.  376.  Biog.  667;  3  M.  &  Scott,  69;  2 

{h)  Goodbtirne   ▼.  Bowman,  9     Dowl.  P.  C.  206. 
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Bath.  ^Pkm, 
1887. 
Doe  d.  Lbwis  Lewis  r.  Rebs  Davies.  "^      v     ^ 

At  the  trial  of  this  ejectment,  at  the  Cardiganshire  Sum-  Ejectment— 

mer  Assizes,  1836,  before  Lord  DenmaUf  C.  J.,  the  lessor  betog  wiwd'of 

of  the  plaintiff  established  a  clear  title  to  the  premises  in  fj^jj^j^^"* 

question  as  heir-at-law  ;  to  part  of  them  as  heir-at-law  of  A.  L.,  her 

.  .  dsuffhter*  teiwd 

his  mother^  Ann  Lewis  the  elder,  and  to  the  residue  aa  of  another  part, 
heir-at-law  of  his  sister^  Ann  Lewis  the  younger.  ofaett*Smen*t*** 

The  defendant,  in  answer  to  this  case,  sought  to  esta-  pre^ipiMtothe 
blish  a  life  estate  in  the  premises,  under  an  indenture  of  L.  the  daughter 
the  15th  of  November,  1822,  made  between  the  said  Ann  J?e1?thNoti^ 
Lewis  the  elder  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the  ***'»  i®^£'  *»y 

•^       '  ^  which,  after  re- 

younger  of  the  second  part,  himself  the  said  defendant  of  citing  that  A.  D. 

the  third  part,  and  Lewis  Lewis  and  David  Davies  of  the 


fourth  part ;  whereby,  after  reciting  that  Ann  Lewis  the  J^'^'J^|J|o?* 
elder  and  Ann  Lewis  the  younger  were  respectively  en-  thepremUei, 

,  ,  and  that  a  mar- 

titled   to  the  premises  therein   described,  by   purchase  riagewatin- 

from  the  commissioners  under  an  enclosure  act,  and  that  between**R!D!* 

a  marriage  had  been  agreed  upon,  and  was  intended  to  ■"^  '^■^•»  *' 

be  had    and  solemnized  between   the  defendant  Rees  that  in  oonii-' 

Davies  and  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the  youngeri  and  that  to  the  said  A. 

upon  the  treaty  for  the  marriage  it  had  been  agreed  upon  2i^^^^ 

by  and  between  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the  elder  and  Ann  and  for  and  in 

Lewis  the  younger  in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say^  uie  said  intend- 

she  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the  elder  on  her  part  did  thereby  Md°aijoircon- 

undertake  and  agree  to  convey  and  assure  unto  the  said  "ideation  of  io«. 

^  ^  to  each  of  them 

the  aald  A.  D.  L. 
and  A.  L.  hy  L.L.  and  D.  D.  in  hand  paid,  tliay  the  Mid  A.  D.  L.  and  A.  L,,  and  each  of 
them  did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  alien,  enfeoff,  and  confirm  unto  the  aald  L.  L.  and  D.  D.,  their 
heirs  and  assigns^  (the  premises  in  question),  to  hold  unto  them  the  said  L.  L.  and  D.  D.,  their 
fadjEi  and  aisigiM^  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned,  Tii.,  to  the  use  of  the  said  R.  D.  and 
his  assigns  for  life,  with  diyers  remainders  over.  The  indenture  was  duly  executed  by  A.  D.  L., 
A.  1..,  and  R.  D.,  and  the  maniage  took  effect  toon  after  th*  execution  of  the  deed,  and  fL  D. 
bad  possession  of  the  premises  up  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  in  July  1836.  The  deed  had  in- 
dorsed upon  it  a  memorandum  of  livery  of  seisin,  but  no  names  were  subscribed  to  it,  nor  was 
anydirect  evidence  given  of  livery  of  seisin  having  been  made,  nor  was  it  shewn  that  L.  L.  and 
D.  D.  (the  trustees)  were  in  any  way  related  to  the  settlors.  A.  D.  L.  died  in  1831,  and  A.  L. 
in  1835. 

Held,  that  this  deed  operated  as  a  covenant  to  stand  sebed,  and  that  a  good  use  passed  to 
R.  D.,  the  husband. 

SembU,  that  possession  for  a  less  period  than  20  years  is  ntt  lufficient  to  lesve  to  the  Jury  for 
them  t»  presume  that  livery  of  seisin  has  been  made. 
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**•  ^^'»<^»  Lem$  Lewis  and  David  Davies,  and  their  heirs^  in  trusty 
Jar  ike  uses  and  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned  and 
expressed  of  and  concerning  the  same,  in  consideration 
of  21.  of  British  money ^  to  be  paid  to  her  by  the  said 
defendant  at  or  before  the  execution  of  those  presents, 
the  said  messuage,  &&,  (describing  the  premises  belong- 
ing to  Ann  Lewis  the  elder) :  and  the  said  Ann  Lewis 
the  younger  on  her  part  did  thereby  also  undertake  and 
agree  to  convey  and  assure  the  said,  ^c,  (describing  the 
premises  belonging  to  her),  to  the  same  trustees  and  their 
heirs,  subject  to  the  same  uses  and  limitations  therein- 
after mentioned  :  it  was  by  the  said  indenture  witnessed, 
that,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  2L  to  the  said  Ann 
Lewis  the  elder  in  hand  well  and  truly  paid  by  the  said 
defendant  at  and  before  the  sealing  and  delivering  of 
the  said  indenture,  the  receipt  whereof,  and  that  the  same 
was  in  full  for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the  hereditaments 
thereinafter  granted  and  enfeoffed,  or  intended  so  to  be, 
and  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  thereof  in  possession 
free  from  incumbrances,  she  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the 
elder  did  thereby  admit  and  acknowledge,  &c. ;  and  for 
and  in  consideration  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and 
of  the  [here  was  an  erasure  in  the  deed]  paid  by  the 
said  defendant  at  the  request  of  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the 
younger,  the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged ; 
and  also  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  10«.  of 
like  lawful  mon^Jr  to  each  of  them  the  said  Ann  Lewis 
the  elder  and  Ann  Lewis  the  younger  by  the  said  Lewis 
Lewis  and  David  Davies  in  hand  respectively  paid  at  or 
immediately  before  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture, 
the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged :  she  the 
said  Ann  Lewis  the  elder,  so  far  ss  related  to  the  said 
messuage,  &c.,  (her  part  of  the  preimses);  and  the  said 
Ann  Lewis  the  younger,  so  far  as  related  to,  &c.|  (her 
part  of  the  premises),  did,  and  each  of  them  did  grant, 
bargain,  sell,  alien,  enfeoff,  and  confirm  unto  the  said 
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Lewis  Lewis  and  David  Davies,  their  heirs  and  assignVj  ^*^x^^^* 
all  and  singular,  &c.,  (the  premises  in  question),  with  their 
appurtenances,  in  as  large,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner 
as  the  said  Ann  Lewis  the  elder  and  Ann  Lewis  the 
younger  purchased  the  same  from  the  said  oommis-  datim. 
aioners;  together  .with  all  houses,  &c.,  and  all  the  estate, 
&C.,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  respectively,  with  their 
appurtenances,  unto  the  said  Lewis  Lewis  and  David 
Davies,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  such  uses  and  upon 
such  trusts,  and  to  and  for  such  intents  and  purposes,  and 
subject  to  such  provisions  and  agreements  as  were,  therein- 
after mentioned,  expressed,  and  declared  of  and  conceror 
ing  the  same;  that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  Rees.Davies  and  his  assigns  for  and  during  the  term 
of  his  natural  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste,  and 
from  and  after  his  decease  remainder  to  the  use  of  Ana 
Lewis  for  life,  with  divers  remainder  over.  The  indeor 
ture  was  admitted  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  have 
been  duly  executed  by  Ann  Lewis  the  eldest  Ann  Lewia 
the  younger,  and  Rees  Davies  the  defendant;  and  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant  married  Ann  Lewis  the 
younger  shortly  after  the  execution,  of  the  deed,  and  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  premises  from  thence  up  to  the 
time  of  the  trial,  a  period  of  about  fourteen  years.  The 
indenture  had  the  following  memorandum  indorsed 
thereon : — 

•*  Be  it  remembered,  that  this day  of  — —  one 

thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-twoj  peaceable,  and 
quiet  possession  and  seisin  of  the  messuage  and  dwelling 
house,  fields,  closes,  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  and.  all  the 
premises  within  granted  and  enfeoffed  was  delivered  by 
the  within  named  Ann  Lewis  the  elder  and  Ann  Lewis 
the  younger  to  the  within  named  Lewis  Lewis  and  David 
Davies,  to  hold  to  them  the  said  Lewis  Lewis  and  David 
Davies,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  according  to  the  tenor 

VOL.  II.  L  L  M.  w. 
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^Pkdi,  and  efiect  of  the  within  deed,  in  the  presence  Of  us 
whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed." 

No  names  were  subscribed  to  this  memorandum,  and 
the  blanks  were  not  filled  up,  nor  was  any  direct  evidence 
given  of  livery  of  seisin  having  been  made,  nor  was  it 
shewn  that  Lewis  and  Davies  (the  trustees)  were  in  any 
way  related  to  the  settlors* 

It  was  contended  at  the  trial,  on  the  part  of  the  def«n» 
dant,  first,  that  the  length  of  possession  proved  was  suffi- 
cient evidence,  from  which  it  ought  to  be  left  to  the  Jury 
to  infer  livsrjf  of  seisin  /  and  secondly,  that  the  convey^ 
ance  being  in  consideration  of  marriage,  the  instrument 
operated  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised.  The  learned 
Judge,  in  order  to  save  the  necessity  of  another  trial,  left 
the  first  question  to  the  jury,  who  said  that  they  were 
aatisfied  by  the  length  of  possession  that  livery  of  seisin 
had  been  made,  and  accordingly  found  for  the  defendent ; 
but  his  Lordship,  on  the  authority  of  what  is  said  by 
Littledale,  5.f  in  Doe  v.  The  Marquis  of  Cleveland {a\ 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiiF,  and 
gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict,  or 
for  a  nonsuit,  on  either  or  both  the  points  taken  at  the 
trial 

*  J^  Wilson  having,  in  Michaelmas  Term  laat,  obtsined  a 
rule  nisi  accordingly, 

E.  V.  Williams  and  Nicholl  shewed  oause.-^The 
learned  Judge  was  right  on  both  points  in  directing  the 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintifi*.  With  reference  to 
the  first  point,  the  question  of  livery  or  no  livery  ought 
not  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  :  a  possession  for 
less  than  twenty  years  does  not  even  aRbrd  prim4  facie 
evidence  from  which  livery  of  seisin  can  be  inferred  i  there 

(a)9B.I^Cr.864. 
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was  therefore  no  evidence  of  livery  to  leave  to  the  jury,  ****:^/*''"' 
and  they  were  wrong  in  finding  that  livery  had  been  made. 
Doe  ih  Wiithi  v.  The  Marquis  of  Cleveland  is  a  direct 
authority  to  shew  that  possession  for  a  less  period  than 
twenty  years  is  no  evidence  of  Uvcry  of  seisin.  Lord 
Tenterden  there  says,  **  The  length  of  time  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  feoffment,  (seven  years),  was  not  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  jury  in  presuming  that  livery  was 
madcJ'  And  Littledale^  J«,  says>  "  No  possession  short 
of  twenty  years  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  jury  in  presuming 
the  fact  of  livery  of  seisin.*'  The  second  point  is  one  of 
a  little  more  difficulty,  but  on  an  examination  of  the 
avthoritiea  it  will  be  found  that  the  instrument  in  question 
could  not  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised.  A 
covenant  to  stand  seised  to  uses  must  be  in  considera- 
tion of  blood  or  marriage;  and  as  with  respect  to  the  con- 
sideration of  bloody  tlie  party  in  whose  favour  the  use  is 
to  be  raised  must  be  related  to  the  covenantor;  so  with 
respect  to  that  of  marriage,  the  person  in  whose  favour 
the  use  IS  to  be  raised  must  be  a  party  to  the  marriage. 
But  here  Lewis  and  Davies,  the  trustees,  are  mere  8trang*> 
ers ;  as  between  the  settlors  and  them  there  is  neither  the 
consideration  of  blood  or  marriage.  In  Hore  v.  Dix  (o)» 
where  one  J.  P.,  being  seised  in  fee  of  certain  lands,  in  con- 
sideration of  natural  love  and  affection  for  his  son,  gave» 
granted,  and  enfeoffed  two  strangers  of  the  said  lands,  to 
hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  his  son  in  tail ;  and  also  covenanted  with  the  strangers 
that  they  should  enjoy  the  lands  to  and  for  the  uses 
before  specified,  and  the  deed  was  never  executed  by 
livery ;  the  Court  decided,  by  their  first  resolution,  that 
no  estate  passed  to  the  trustees,  because  they  were 
strangers,  and  there  was  therefore  no  consideration  for 
raising  a  use  as  to  them.    And  they  resolved,  fifthly, 

<a)  2  Sid.  25. 
L  l9 


508  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

^'<^*j^/^«»  that  the  express  covenant  raised  no  use  in  the  coTcnan- 
tees,  for  the  same  reason.  It  is  true  that  in  Mr.  Serjeant 
Williams's  (a)  note  to  Chester  v.  Wittan,  the  case  of  Hare 
V.  Dix  (b)  is  said  to  be  overruled  by  that  of  Roe  v.  TVaii- 
marr  (c) ;  but  when  the  two  cases  are  compared,  it  will 
t)e  found  that  all  that  the  learned  annotator  meant  to  gay 
was,  that  Hore  v.  Dix  was  overruled  as  to  the  point 
then  under  discussion  only,  namely,  as  to  the  resolution 
Reported  to  have  been  come  to  in  that  case,  that  an  in- 
strument which  was  intended  to  operate  in  one  way  can- 
not be  construed  so  as  to  operate  in  another;  and  in 
which  respect  Hore  v.  Dix  undoubtedly  cannot  be  sup- 
ported; but  it  has  never  been  overruled  as  to  the  first 
resolution,  namely,  that  a  use  under  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised  cannot  be  raised  in  favour  of  a  stranger.  It 
is  said  by  Mr.  Sanders,  in  his  treatise  on  Uses  and 
Trusts  (d),  that  if  a  man  covenant  to  stand  seised  for  the 
use  of  himself  for  life,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  trus- 
tees, (who  are  not  his  relations),  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving contingent  remainders,  no  use  would  vest  in  the 
trustees,  because  the  consideration  does  not  extend  to 
them.  And  where  property  was  conveyed  even  to  a 
relative  for  life,  with  a  general  leasing  power,  it  was  held 
that  the  power  was  void,  because  the  lessees  would  be 
strangers  in  blood  to  the  covenantor ;  Cross  v.  t^auster'- 
ditch  {e).  It  is  not  contended  that  the  word  ''grant^'may 
not  be  construed  to  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised ; 
but  in  no  case  has  it  been  so  construed  where  the  grant 
has  been  to  strangers,  or  trustees  have  intervened  between 
the  grantor  and  those  intended  to  take  beneficially  under 
the  grant.     In  Osman  v.  Sheaf  {/),  a  grant,  with  a  letter 


(a)  2  SaoDd.  97,  d.  (I).  (d)  Page  83 ;  S.  P.Watk.  Conr. 

ib)  2  l^d.  25.  by  Coventry,  296,  n. 

(e)  Wilka  Rep.  682 ;    S.  G.  2  (e)  Gro.  Jac.  181. 

Wils.  76.  if)  3  Lev.  370. 
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of  attorpey  to  deliver  seisin,  which  was  not  afterwards  Btd^  rf  P^» 
delivered,  was  held  to  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand 
scusf  d  'f  but  in  that  case  .the  grant  was  to  a  relative.  So,  ifi 
B^ierr.Laifeia)^  where  the  words  '^givei  and  grant'' were 
hcjdito  b^ve  a  similar  operation,  the  grant  was  to  the  grant- 
or's own  son.  The  case  of  Thorne  v.  Thorne  (Jb)  will  be 
reUed  on  on  the  other  side,  in  which,  a  grant  to  trustees 
to  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  the  grantor's  brothers  is  re- 
ported to  have  been  held  to  operate  as  a  covenant  to 
etaod  s^sed ;  but  that  case  is  very  distinguishable  from 
the  present.  In  the  first  place,  it  wa^  th^  decision  of  a 
Court  of  Equity,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the 
conveyance  was  not  made  for  a  valuable  consideration,  in 
which  case  that  Court  would  have  decreed  its  perform- 
ance, notwithstanding  it  may  have  been  void  at  law ;  and, 
secondlyi  there  was  in  that  case  an  express  povenant  from 
the  giantor  that  the  cestui  que  trust  should  enjoy  accor4'- 
log  to  the  estates  limited  to  them  by  the  deed,  a  reason 
which  is  assigned  by  Chief  Baron  Comyn  (c)  for  the  deci- 
sion, come  to  in  that  case ;  besides  which,  the  case  is  very 
shprtly  reported ;  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  the  trus- 
tees were  not  the  relatives  of  the  grantor,  and  Vernon  is 
notoriously  inaccurate.  In  the  case  now  before  the  Court 
there  is  no  such  covenant;  for  the  recited  undertaking 
from  Ann  Lewis,  the  elder  and  younger,  to  convey  the 
premises  to  the  trustees  in  trust  for  the  uses  thereinafter 
declared,,  does  not  amount  to  a  covenant  that  the  cestui 
que  trust  shall  enjoy.  [Parke^  B. — That  part  of  the  deed 
is  by  way  of  recital  only,  and  cannot  amount  to  a  cove- 
nant that  the  defendant  shall  enjoy].  In  Doe  v.  Simp- 
sou  (cQ,  although  one  of  the  grantees  was  a  stranger,  yet 
the  other  was  one  of  the  parties  to  the  marriage ;  and  it  is 
suflScient  if  the  consideration  of  blood  or  marriage  arises 

(a)  3  Lev.  291.  (d)  2  WiIsod,  226 ;  aCVTiUes, 

(b)  1  Vero.  Ul.  672,  by  the  name  of  Doe  ▼.  Salk- 

(c)  Com.  Dig.  Covenant,  G.  2.     eid. 
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^^^/'•"^  from  any  one  of  the  grantees,  for  then,  the  whole  use  is 
executed  in  the  one  from  whom  the  consideration  arises  (a). 
Besides,  in  that  case,  there  was  also  an  express  covenant 
in  the  deed  that  the  lands  granted  *'  should  remain  and 
continue  unto  the  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  aforesaid, 
and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof." 
In  Roe  V.  Tranmarr  (6),  the  grant  was  to  a  relative,  the 
grantor*s  brother,  and  there  also  there  was  an  express 
covenant  that  the  grantor  had  power  to  grant, .and  that 
all  conveyances  and  assurances  of  the  lands  in  question 
should  enure  to  the  uses  of  that  deed.  With  respect  to 
Sleigh  y.Meiham(c)t  which  may  also  be  cited  on  the 
other  side,  although  in  that  case  the  covenant  and  grant 
were  made  to  and  with  the  strangers,  yet  no  estate  or 
interest  whatever  was  given  to  them;  the  covenant  was 
not  that  they  should  enjoy,  but  to  and  with  them  that  the 
intended  wife  should  enjoy.  And  there  also  was  in  that 
case  an  express  covenant  from  the  settlor  that  the  premises 
should  remain  and  be  to  and  for  the  uses  mentioned  in 
the  deed.  At  all  events,  the  instrument  in  question  can- 
not  be  construed  to  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised 
with  respect  to  the  mother's  part  of  the  property;  for, 
the  deed  states  the  consideration  for  the  grant  of  her  part 
to  have  been  a  money  consideration,  and  to  shew  that  the 
real  consideration  was  her  daughter's  marriage  would  be  to 
shew  a  consideration  inconsistent  with  the  deed,  which  can- 
not  be  done ;  Peacock  v.  Monk  (d)*  Had  the  considera- 
tion stated  been  money  and  divers  other  consideration, 
the  case  would  have  been  different. 

J.  Wilson,  contra. — As  to  the  first  point,  the  question 
of  livery  or  no  livery  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and 
was  properly  left  to  them  to  decide.  [Parte,  B. — ^Was  there 

(a)  2  Roll.  Abr.  784 ;  PL  2  &  4.         (c)  1  Lutw.  782. 
{b)  2  Wil8.  76 ;  S.  C.  Willes,         W)  1  Vcs.  sen.  128. 
682. 
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any  evidence  of  livery  in  this  case  to  go  to  the  jury  7  and  j^*^-  p/'^<w«k 
if  there  was,  will  not  a  single  day's  possession  be  equally 
evidence  of  livery  ?]  The  case  referred  to  on  the  other 
side,  of  Doe  d.  Wiliins  v.  The  Marquis  of  Cleveland  {a)^ 
cannot  be  considered  an  authority  in  point;  the  question 
before  the  Court  in  that  case  was,  whether  evidence  of 
the  band-writing  of  one  attesting  witness  was  properly 
received,  without  its  having  been  first  proved  that  such 
witness  was  dead.  What  is  reported  to  have  been  said  in 
that  case  by  Iiord  Tenterden  and  LiUledalef  J.,  as  to  pos- 
session for  less  than  twenty  years  not  being  ^evidence  of 
livery,  was  not  only  perfectly  exlrajudicial,  but  expressly 
contrary  to  what  is  laid  down  in  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Evidence, 
618.  But  even  should  the  Court  think  that  the  jury  drew 
a  wrong  conclusion  on  the  evidence  before  them,  still,  aa 
their  decision  is  already  consistent  with  equity  and  justice, 
and  the  real  merits  of  the  case,  the  Court  will  not  disturb 
their  finding ;  Wiliinson  y, Payne  {b) ;  for  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  defendant  would  be  relieved  in  a  Court  of  Equity* 
{Parke,  B. — The  position  stated  in  the  margin  to  that  caae 
is  too  general,  and  cannot  now  be  supported].  Secondly, 
a  use  arose  in  this  case  by  virtue  of  the  deed  to  the 
defendant  for  life,  which  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
ejectment.  The  question  here  is,  whether  a  settlor  can 
covenant  with  strangers  for  the  benefit  of  his  relatives,  so 
as  to  raise  a  use  in  favour  of  his  relatives.  It  is  not 
contended  that  a  covenant  made  to  a  stranger  would  raise 
a  use  in  his  favour,  but  that  a  covenant  to  A.,  a  stranger, 
that  the  covenantee  shall  stand  seised  for  the  use  of  B«,  a 
relative,  raises  a  good  use  in  B.,  the  relative.  [Parket  B. — 
The  plaintiff  does  not  say  that  a  covenant  to  a  stranger 
that  a  relative  shall  enjoy,  is  void,  but  that  a  covenant  to 
a  stranger  that  ha  the  stranger  shall  enjoy,  though  for  the 
use  of  a  relative,  is  void}.    Here  the  settlors  clearly  b- 

(a)  9B.  *  C.  864.  ik)  4T.  R.  84«. 
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JBteJi.  t^  Fka$,  (iended  to  give  the  defendant  a  life  estate  in  the  premises^ 
and  Roe  v.  TranmaTr{a)^  and  Doe  ▼.  Salkeld{b),  are 
authorities  to  shew  that  the  Court  will  be  very  astute^ 
and  struggle  hard  to  construe  deeds  so  as  to  effeetuate 
the  intention  of  the  parties«  [Parke,  B. — Does  not  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Willes  decide  the  latter  case  on  the  ground 
of  there  being  an  express  covenant  that  the  lands  should 
go  to  the  grantee  T]  He  puts  it  both  ways,  on  the  ground 
of  the  grant,  as  well  as  on  that  of  there  being  an  express 
covenant.  In  Walter  v.  Hall{c),  a  feoffment  and  grant  in 
consideration  of  marriage,  where  no  livery  was  made,  io 
order  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties,  was  con- 
strued to  amount  to  a  covenant  to  stand  seised.  In  Doe 
v.  Simpson  {d),  one  of  the  grantees  was  a  stranger,  and 
yet  the  grant  was  held  to  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand 
seised.  But  Thorne  v.  Thome  (e),  and  Sleigh  v. 
Metham(f)f  are  both  expressly  in  point.  The  grant 
in  T%ome  v.  Thome  was  to  trustees  to  the  use  of  the 
grantor*s  relatives,  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  good  covenant 
to  stand  seised.  The  report  in  Vernon,  though  shorty 
is  accurate,  as  appears  by  reference  to  the  Register's 
book(g).     The  decree  expressly  states  the  deed  to  be 

(a)  WUles,  682 »  &  C.  2  WUs.  (c)  2  Lev.  2ia      . 
76.  (rf)  2  Wis.  22. 

(b)  WUes,  672;  S.  C.  2  WUs.  (u)  1  Vem.  141. 
22.  (f)  1  Lutw.  782. 

(g)  Thome  T.  Thome,  Re^ristrar's  Book,  22Dd  February,  1682. 

The  bill,  which  was  by  Henry  and  Robert  Hanke,  Etqrt.^  stnoS 

Thome  against   Roger    Thome  deceased,  and  their  hein,  all,  Sre* 

and  Michael  Warren,  stated,  that  in  trast  to  the  uses  following  :— 

on  the  2nd  December,  13  Car.  1,  To  the  use  of  himself  for  lift, 

JohnThome,plaintiflr8  uncle,  did,  remiunder  to  the  use  of  Sarah 

by  deed  for  the  settling  and  con-  May,  his  only  daughter  and  heir, 

tinning  in  his  name  and  blood,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body;  re- 

and  for  other  good  causes  and  m under   to  the  use  of   Henry 

considerations,  all  his  lands  called  Thome  and  the  defendant  Roger 

New  Mill,  &c.,  give»  grant,  enfeoff,  Thome,  brothers  of  the  said  John 

and  confirm  unto  Edmund  Cudmore  Thome,  and  one  John  Thome,  son 
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SIS 


good  as  a  coTenant  to  stand  seised,  and  it  contains  no  &cA.^^^Plfa»i 
atatement  whatever  respecting  the  covenant  referred  to 
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of  Zachary  Thomty  another  brother 
of  the  said  John  Thome,  and  the 
heirs  of  thdr  bodies,  equally  to  be 
divided  between  them.  That  the 
settlor  cUed,  and  that  Sarah  May 
18  also  dead,  and  her  issue.  That 
Henry  Thome,  brother  of  the 
grantor,  died  before  Sarah  May, 
leaving  John  Thome,  his  eldest 
son  and  heir,  and  brother  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  John  Thome  is 
dead  without  issue,  and  plaintiff 
18  the  next  son  and  heir  of  the 
lud  Henry  and  John  Thome; 
and  the  defendant  Roger  Thome 
being  living,  and  also  John  Thome, 
son  of  Zachary,  the  lands  descend- 
ed to  them  and  the  plaintiff,  as 
tenants  in  common.  That  the  de- 
fendant Roger  Thome  having  for 
some  inconsiderable  sum  bought 
of  John  Thorne,  the  son  and  heir 
of  Zachary,  who  was  eldest  bro- 
ther and  heir  of  John  the  grantor, 
who  died  without  issue,  all  his 
right  to  the  aforesud  lands,  the  de- 
fendant pretends  that  the  aforesaid 
deed  of  settlement  was  notiuffidently 
executed,  and  therefore  the  plain* 
tiff  hath  no  title  to  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  hath  entered 
on  the  premises  and  receives  the 
profiU  of  them,  and  having  gotten 
the  deed  of  settlement  refuses  to 
let  the  plaintiff  have  a  third  part  of 
the  premises.  The  bill  prayed  that 
the  plaintiff  might  eigoy  a  third 
part  of  the  premises,  and  have 
an  account  of  the  yearly  value 
thereof,  and  of  the  profits  since 
the  defendant  hath  received  the 
and  that  the  lands  may 


be  set  out  and  divided  according 
to  the  purport  of  the  said  settle- 
ment. 

The  defendant  Roger  Thome  ad» 
mitted  that  he  hath  in  his  custody 
a  writing,  dated  2nd  December, 
13  Car.  1,  purporting  to  be  a 
grant  of  the  lands  by  John  Thorne 
to  Gudmore  and  Hanke  to  the 
uses  in  the  bill,  and  to  which  a 
seal  is  affixed  and  the  name  John 
Thome  thereunto  subscribed,  and 
is  mentioned  to  be  sealed  and  cfe- 
Iwered  by  John  Thome,  but  be- 
lieves it  1001  never  executed  so  as  to 
convey  the  estate  thereby  intended  to 
be  conveyed,  and  that  in  the  writing 
there  is  a  power  of  revocation  re- 
served to  the  sud  J.  Thome  of 
the  whole  contents  thereof;  that 
John  Thome  did  by  deed  indented, 
24th  Febmary,  20  Car.  1,  grant 
and  convey  part  of  the  premises 
to  the  defendant,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, by  way  of  mortgage ;  that 
the  money  was  not  paid;  that 
J.  Thorne  died  seised  in  fee-sim- 
ple of  all  the  rest.  That  the  pre* 
mises  whereof  he  died  seised,  de- 
scended  to  Hiomas  May  his  grand- 
son, who,  dying  without  issue,  it 
came  to  John  Thomt,  eldest  son  and 
heir  of  Zachary,  who  was  eldest 
brother  to  John  (grantor),  who 
died  seised,  who  thereupon  en- 
tered on  the  premises,  and  for 
valuable  consideration  conveyed 
to  the  defendant  Roger  Thome  in 
fee  by  lease  and  release ;  and  the 
defendant,  being  a  purchaser,  doth 
claim  the  same,  and  the  profits 
thereof,  since  the  purchase,  and  i$ 
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Arc*.  0/  Phas,  by  the  reporter.  Sleigh  v.  Meiham  (a)  is  alto  a  camm 
where  trustees  intervened ;  there  a  grant  to  trustees  for 
the  use  of  an  intended  wife  was  held  to  amount  to  a  cove- 
nant to  stand  seised,  and  though  many  objections  were 
taken  to  the  deed  in  that  case,  it  was  never  once  sug- 
gested that  the  fact  of  the  grantees  being  strangers  id* 
ralidated  it.  As  to  the  case  of  Hore  ▼.  IH«  (b)^  it  is 
treated  as  entirely  overruled,  as  well  in  the  learned  note 
to  Chester  y.Willan  (c),  as  in  a  note  in  the  first  volume  of 
Mr.  Jarman*a  edition  of  Bythewood's  Preoedeots  in  Con* 
veyancy.  But  even  su])po<ing  an  express  covenant  to  be 
necessaryi  here  the  agreement,  whereby  the  settlors  un- 
dertake to  convey  and  assure  the  premises  to  and  for  the 
uses  and  limitations  mentioned  in  the  deed,  amounts  to 
such  a  covenant.  [Parke y  B. — That  part  of  the  deed  is 
by  way  of  recital  only,  and  cannot  amount  to  a  covenantj 
or  raise  a  use :  it  is  purely  executory]. 

Cur.  adr.  vuk. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Parke,  B. — This  case  was  argued  before  my  brothers 

aivited  that  the  plaintiff  kath  no  title  law  of  the  said  John  Thome,  die 

to  the  premises.  same  being  with  full  knowlec^ 

W hereupon,  and  upon  long  de-  and  notice  of  the  aforesaid  deed 

bate  of  the  matter,  and  upon  pro-  of  settlement ;  and  therefore  doth 

ducing  of  the  aforesaid  deed  of  think  fit,  and  so  order  and  decres^ 

settlement,    the  Court   declared  that  the  defendant  Roger  Thome^ 

that  the  same  was  a  good  convey-  from  the  time  of  the  pluntiff '^  cn< 

ance,  and  did  amount  to  a  covenant  try  into  and  becoming  entitled  to 

to  stand  teisedf  and  the  u$et  and  the  aforesaid  lands,  do  account  for 

estates  thereby  limited  and  created  a  third  part  of  the  rents  before  the 

tcere  welt  raised,  and  the  plaintiflT  Master.    Commission  of  pardUoa 

was  well  and  duly  entitled  to  a  ordered  to  issue.    Injunction  pre- 

third  part  of  all  and  every  the  viuusly  granted  against  commit- 

lands   and   premises  thereby  so  ting  waste  continued, 

settled  and  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  (a)  1  Lutw.  7^2. 

and  ought  to  enjoy  the  same,  not-  (6)  1  Sid.  25. 

withstanding  the  defendant's  pre-  (c)  2  Saund.  97»  a.  n.  (1). 
ttnded  purchase  from  the  heir-at* 
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JSolland  and  Gurnet/  and  mvBelf,  in  the  course  of  the  last  Sm^  ^  Mci^ 

•  •  •  1837 

termi  on  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  non-     «. 

8uit.  It  was  an  ejectment  brought  to  recover  a  small  estate 
in  Cardiganshire.  Ann  D.  Lewis  was  seised  of  a  part  of 
the  lands,  her  daughter  Ann  Lewis  of  another  part;  Ann 
Lewis  married  the  defendant.  The  defendant  went  to 
live  with  his  wife's  mother  upon  the  marriage^  and  con- 
tinued to  live  with  her  until  and  after  her  death,  which 
happened  about  1831,  and  down  to  this  time.  The  de- 
fendant's wife  died  about  183S.  The  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  heir-at-law  both  of  Ann  D.  Lewis  and  Ann 
Lewis,  and  sought  to  recover  the  land  in  question  in  that 
character. 

On  the  marriage  of  Ann  Lewis,  in  December,  1832,  a 
settlement  was  executed,  which  was  drawn  in  a  very  inar- 
tificial  manner,  and  on  the  legal  operation  of  which  the 
principal  question  in  the  case  depends. 
[The  learned  Baron  here  stated  the  deed]. 
The  defendant  raised  three  objections  to  the  right  of 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiiF  to  recover,  and  contended  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  whole  estate  by  virtue  of  the  settle- 
ment:— First,  because  the  deed  operated  as  a  feoffment, 
as  livery  of  seisin  might  be  presumed  by  the  jury  from  the 
fact  of  possession  by  the  defendant.  And,  secondly,  if  it 
was  not  to  be  presumed,  that  the  deed  would  operate  as  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised.  Thirdly,  he  also  contended, 
that  as  to  the  share  of  the  daughter,  the  mother  was 
tenant  in  possession,  and  that  tiie  deed  would  operate  as 
a  grani  of  the  reversion.  Upon  referring,  however,  to  the 
evidence,  it  appears  that  there  was  no  proof  that  the  mo- 
ther was  tenant  to  the  daughter,  and  therefore  this  ob- 
jection fails. 

Lord  Denman,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  waa 
of  opinion,  in  conformity,  with  the  decision  of  Doe  d. 
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&ffti  f^m^ii  WUHns  v.  Marquis  of  Cleveland  (a),  that  the  posseaeion 
ought  not  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as.  evidence  of  li?evy  of 
aeistn^  as  it  was  for  a  less  period  than  tweniy  yeav$4  but, 
ioL  order  to  save  expense,  he  left  the  question  to  the  f^urf« 
who  found  the  fact  Uiat  livery  of  seisin  was  made ;  but  not- 
withstanding that  finding,  his  Lordship  directed  a  ViendiCi 
fo£  the  plaiotifT,  reserving  to  the  defendant  liberty,  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and  he  also  reserved  the  quoffiaii 
as  to  the  operation  of  the  deed^ 

Ab  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  deed  operated,  as  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised,  it  is  not  neoessary  to  decide  wh»> 
4her  the  evidence  of  possession  ought  to  have  been  left  to 
the  jury  or  not ;  but  we  by  no  means  wisih  to  be  uoder* 
stood  as.  intimating  any  doubt  as  to  the  propriety  of  tl^e 
decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the.-case.jcatjedi 
that  is,  in  effect,  that  if  the  fact  of  livery  of  seiiju^is  fpilgbt 
to  be.  inferred  from  possession  alone,  suchfpQss^i^  o||fht 
to  have  existed  for  twenty  years.  ,       .   .  ^ 

The  question  then  is,  as  to  the  effect  ofkthe  settlement* 
The  rules  as  to  the  exposition  of  deeds,, and  tbeiir  ^yie^ 
ration  in  a  manner  different  from  that  intei%d^d«  aie  jiow 
fully  settled,  and  very  disdnctly  stated  in  die  judgm^t  ct 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Wiliest  in  the  two  eases  ot^Jfiq^  Y^JSaf^ 
ield  and  Roe  v«  Tratunarr  (6),  and  more  particulaj|fy  in 
the  latter.  It  is  there  stated,  that  in  n^ore  recent  tyies 
the  Judges  have  been  much  more  liberal  than  fpnn^rly^ 
end  have  had  more  consideration  for  the  substance,,  t^ 
pfissing  of  the  estate,  according  to  the  intent  of  the  par,tie|, 
than  the  shadow,  namely,  the  manner  of  passing  it«  J\ni 
it  is  laid  down,  in  respect  to  covenants  to  stand  seised, 
that  there  is  no  conveyance  that  admits  of  such  a  variety 
of  words ;  and  that  it  is  sufficient,  if  these  .five  tbjngs 
concur, — ^That  there  be  a  deed  ;  words  sui9icient  to  make 
a  covenant ;  that  the  grantor  must  be  actually  sebed  at  the 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cress.  864.  (6)  WiUcs,  673, 682. 
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time;  that  his  intent  be  plain  to  raise  the  use ;  and  tbert  Em^^Pim, 
iiiefn  b^  a  proper  consideration  to  raise  it. 

In  the  present  case,  all  these  eircmnstaiices  are  foimd^ 
There  is  a  deed ;  the  word  '^ grant"  is  suffioietit  to  make 
a  covenant  j  the  two  grantors  were  both  seised ;  the  in^* 
tent  that  the  husband  was  to  have  the  use  for  life  is 
abundafntly  clear ;  and  the  marriage  with  the  daughter  is 
tinquestiOnably  a  sufficient  consideration. 

The  only  objection  which  can  be  raised  as  to  the  €fp&^ 
Nation  of  the  deiril  is,  not  that  the  intent  to  raise  an  use 
was  not  phiini  but  that  the  intent  was  to  raise  that  use  oat 
of  the  seisin  of  the  trasteesj  and  not  out  of  that  of  the 
grantors;  and  that  smeh  inieni  could  not  operate,  as  the 
trustees  could  not,  it  is  admitted,  take  any  estate  at  all : 
and  this  objection  was  grounded  on  the  authority  of  the 
case  of  Here  v.  Dix{fl\  where  it  was  held  that  a  covenant 
with  strangers,  that  they  should  hold  the  land  to  the  me 
of  the  grantor  for  lifci  with  remainder  to  the  son,  was  void. 
But  Lord  Chief  Justice  WUhs  considers  this  very  objec- 
tion ih  the  case  of  Roe  v.  TranmarTf  and  intimates  his  dis- 
satisfaetion  with  that  decision  upon  this  point.    He  says 
that  be  should  have  been  of  another  opinton,  ^*  becausei  in 
a  covenant  to  stand  seised,  the  estate  properly  arises  out 
of  the  estate  of  the  grantor,  and  his  intent  that  it  should 
notf  I  think,  signifies  nothing :  for  though  his  intent  is  to 
be  regarded  what  estate  is  to  pass,  and  to  whom,  it  is  not 
at  all  to  be  regarded  as  to  the  manner  of  passing  it,  (of 
which  he  is  sujpposed  to  be  ignorant) ;  if  it  were,  it  would 
overturn  almost  all  the  tases.**    And  though  the  learned 
Chie(  Justice  distinguishes  the  case  then  under  considera- 
tion from  that  of  Hore  v.  Dix  and  Samon  v.  Jones  {b)^ 
th^recan  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  learned  editor  of  the 
valoabte  edition  of  Saunders's  Reports  is  right  in  stating, 

(a)  1  Sid.  26.  (b)  2  Vent.  918. 
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MMh.  cf  PkM9,  in  bis  note  in  Chester  v.  Willan  (a),  that  Hore  ^.Diw  and 
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Samon  v.  <7oite«  are  in  effect  overruled  by  this  decision. 

It  is  true  that  in  most,  indeed,  I  believe,  all,  of  the  caftes, 
there  has  either  been  a  grant  io  the  relation  without  the 
intervention  of  trustees,  or  there  has  been  a  covenant  that 
the  relations  should  hold  and  enjoy ;  but  it  is  clear  that 
the  decisions  have  not  proceeded  on  the  ground  ths^  one 
of  those  were  essential.     In  the  cases  of  Doe  v.  Salkdd 
and  Roe  v.  Tranmarr^  in  which  there  was  such  a  covenant. 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Willes  mentions  its  existence ;  bet  it 
is  evident  he  does  not  rely  upon  it  as  necessary  to  the 
judgment.     And  in  the  case  of  Thome  v.   Thomt{b\ 
Lord  Keeper  North  decided  expressly,  and  without  diffi- 
culty, that  the  grant  to  trustees  to  stand  seised  to  tbe  use 
of  three  brothers  in  consideration  of  blood,  worked  sa  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised ;  and'  the  express  covenant  that 
the  cestui  que  trust  should  enjoy  was  not  taken    notice 
of;  and  the  report  is  confirmed,  as  we  were  informed  by 
Mr.  Wilson  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  by  a  reference 
to  the  Register's  book.    This  case  is  an  authority  pre- 
cisely in  point,  and  is  so  much  in  unison  with  the  more 
liberal  spirit  and  sound  reason  of  the  more  modern  deci- 
sions on  this  subject,  that  we  do  not  hesitate  to  abide 
by  it. 

The  rule  must  therefore  be  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit  (e)» 

(a)  2  Saund.  97>  d*  of  a  marriage  by  words  inprasenti 

{b)  I  VcmoD,  14 1 .  were  held  to  operate  as  a  eoveftant 

(e)  la  Doe  v.  WillUmnt  5  B.  &  to  stand  seised. 
Ad.  193,  articles  in  contempiation 
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Lanoridob  9.  Levy. 

CyASE.— ^The  declaration  stated, that  whereas  one  George  in  caft,  the  de- 
Langridgei  the  father  of  the  plaintiff^  on  the  let  of  Jane>  thfit*L?"the^fa-' 
1883,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  bargained  with  him  JJ^'^SffJ^'b^. 
to  bay  of  him  a  certain  gun,  to  wit,  for  the  use  of  himself  s«in«<i  «*iti«  the 

,  .  .  1  i.  .  .  '        ^  i.  defendant  to 

and  his  sons,  at  and  for  a  certain  price,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  buy  of  him  a 
24/.,  and  the  defendant  then,  by  falsely  and  fraudulently  fh^ulerfhiml 
warranting  the  said  irun  to  have  been  made  by  Nock,  and  ^if  and  hit 
to  be  a  good,  safe,  and  secure  gun,  then  sold  the  said  gun  defendant  then, 
to   the  said  George  Langridge,  for  the  use  of  himself  frauduieatr]r 
and  his  sons,  for  the  said  sum  of  24/.  then  paid  by  the  g'""hafe** 
Bald  George  Langridge  to  the  defendant  for  the  same:  ^en  made  by 

N**  and  to  be  a 

whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  good,  tafe,  and 
great  breach  of  duty,  and  of  wilful  deceit,  neglifence,  and  Mid7he"gun  to 
improper  conduct,  in  this,  that  the  said  gun,  at  the  time  ^f  h[|J[,e^f\n" 
of  the  said  warranty  and  sale,  was  not  made  by  Nock,  nor  hu  ions,  for 

1         /•  1  ,  1  24^;  whereaa 

was  it  a  good,  safe,  and  secure  gun,  but,  on  the  contrary  in  truth  and  in 
thereof,  was  made  and  constructed  by  a  maker  very  in-  da^nt  wti^gui"ity 
ferior  as  a  gun-maker  to  Nock,  and  was  then  and  at  all  of  great  breach 

^  ofduty,  andof 

times  a  very  bad,  unsafe,  ill-manufactured,  and  dangerous  wilful  deceit, 
gun,  and  wholly  unsound  and  of  very  inferior  materials ;  unp^i^^ 
of  all  which  premises  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  fh,*J\he^^ 
making  of  the  said  warranty,  and  of  the  said  sale,  had  full  was  not  made 
knowledge  and  notice.   And  the  plaintiff  in  fact  says,  that  a  good,  safe, 
he,  knowing  and  confiding  in  the  said  warranty,  did  use  bu?orihe*cS^-' 
and  employ  the  said  gun,  which  but  for  the  said  warranty  ^■'y  '*!f"^'' 
he  would  not  have  done :  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  very  inferior 

maker  to  N., 
and  was  a  bad, 
ttnsafe,  lll-manuAictiired  and  danirenraa  gun,  and  wholly  unaound  and  of  very  inferior  materials; 
of  all  which  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  such  warranty  and  sale,  bad  notice:  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, knowing  and  cooSding  in  the  said  warranty,  used  the  gun,  which  but  for  the  warranty  he 
would  not  have  done  ;  and  that  the  gun  being  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  and  wholly 
ilk  consequence  of  its  wcalc,  dangerous,  and  insufficient  construction  and  materials,  burst  and  ex- 
ploded: whereby  the  plaintiff  was  greatly  wounded,  &c.,  and  wholly  by  means  of  the  premise^ 
breach  of  duty,  and  Improper  conduct  of  the  defendant,  lost  the  use  of  his  hand:—- ffeM,  (after 
▼irdiot  tir  the  plaintiff  on  the  plea  of  not  goiity,  and  on  other  pleai  denying  the  warranty,  and 
that  the  gun  was  nniafe,  &c.),  that  the  action  was  maintainable. 


520  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEaUER, 

s^eh.  rfPkat,  the  10th  Decemberi  1835^  the  said  gun  being  then  in  the 
hands  and  use  of  the  plaintiffj  by  reason  and  wholly  in 
consequence  of  the  weak^  dangerous^  and  insufficient  and 
unworkmanlike  manufacture,  constructioui  and  materials 
thereofi  then  and  whilst  the  said  gun  was  so  in  use  by  the 
plaintiff,  burst  and  exploded,  became  shattered,  and 
went  to  pieces;  whereby  and  by  reason  whereof  the 
plaintiff  was  greatly  cut,  wounded,  maimed,  &c.  &c»,  and 
wholly  by  means  of  the  premises,  breach  of  duty,  and  im- 
proper conduct  of  the  defendant,  lost,  and  is  for  ever 
deprived  of  the  use  of  his  hand,  &c.  &c. 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the' defendant 
did  not  warrant  the  said  gun  to  be  made  by  Nock,  and  to 
be  a  good,  safe,  and  secure  gun,  in  manner  and  form,  &c ; 
thirdly,  that  the  gun  was  not  a  bad,  unsafe,  ill-manufac- 
tured, and  dangerous  gun,  and  wholly  unsound,  and  of 
very  inferior  materials,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged; 
fourthly,  that  the  gun  did  not  by  reason  and  wholly  in 
consequence  of  the  weak,  dangerous,  and  insufficient  and 
unworkmanlike  manufacture,  construction,  and  materials 
thereof,  burst,  &c.,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged : — on  all 
which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  Somersetshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1836,  it  appeared  that  in  June,  1833, 
the  plaintiff's  father  saw  in  the  shop  of  the  defendant,  a 
gun-maker  in  Bristol,  a  double-barrelled  gun,  to  which 
was  attached  a  ticket  in  these  terms : — '*  Warranted,  this 
elegant  twist  gun,  by  Nock,  with  case  complete,  made  for 
his  late  Majesty  George  IV. ;  cost  60  guineas :  only  25 
guineas/*  He  went  into  the  shop,  and  saw  the  defendant, 
and  examined  the  gun.  The  defendant  (according  to 
Langridge*s  statement)  said  he  would  warrant  the  gun  to 
have  been  made  by  Nock  for  King  George  lY.,  and  that 
he  could  produce  Nock's  invoice.  Langridge  told  the 
defendant  he  wanted  the  gun  for  the  use  of  himself  and 
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his  sons,  and  desired  him  to  send  it  to  his  bouse  at  Knowie,  Etek.^fUai, 
about  two  miles  from  Bristol,  that  they  might  see  it  tried. 
On  the  next  day,  accordingly,  the  defendant  sent  the  gun 
to  Langridge's  house  by  his  shopman,  who  also  on  that 
occasion  warranted  it  to  be  made  by  Nock,  and  charged 
and  fired  it  off  several  times.  Langridge  ultimately 
bought  it  pf  him  for  24/.,  and  paid  the  price  down.  Lang- 
ridge the  father  and  his  three  sons  used  the  gun  occasion- 
ally ;  and  in  the  month  of  December  following,  the  plain- 
tiff*, his  second  son,  having  taken  the  gun  into  a  field  near 
his  father's  house  to  shoot  some  birds,  putting  in  an  or- 
dinary charge,  on  firing  off  the  second  barrel,  it  exploded, 
and  mutilated  his  left  hand  so  severely  as  to  render  it 
necessary  that  it  should  be  amputated.  There  was  con- 
flicting evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  the  gun*s  being  an  in- 
secure one,  or  of  inferior  workmanship.  Mr.  Nock,  how- 
ever, proved  that  it  was  not  manufactured  by  him.  The 
defendant  also  denied  that  any  warranty  had  been  given. 
The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  first,  whether 
the  defendant  had  warranted  the  gun  to  be  made  by  Nock, 
and  to  be  a  safe  and  secure  one ;  secondly,  whether  it  was 
in  fact  unsafe  or  of  inferior  materials  or  workmanship,  and 
exploded  in  consequence  of  being  so;  and  thirdly,  whether 
the  defendant  warranted  it  to  be  a  safe  gun,  knowing  that 
it  was  not  so.  The  jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  damages  400/. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  Erie  moved  in  pursuance  of  leave 
reserved  by  the  learned  Judge,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  no  duty  could  result  out 
of  a  mere  private  contract,  the  defendant  being  clothed 
with  no  official  or  professional  character  out  of  which  a 
known  duty  could  arise;  and  that  the  injury  did  not  arise 
so  immediately  from  the  defendant's  act  as  that  it  could 
form  the  subject  of  an  action  on  the  case  by  the  plaintiff, 

VOL.  II.  MM  If.  w* 
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B*ek.  ^^^^f  between  whom  and  the  defendant  there  was  no  pmit;  of 
contract — ^In  Hilary  Terin» 


Bofnpas,  Serjt,  and  Ball  shewed  cause. — This  declara- 
tion discloses  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  against  the  defen- 
dant. The  object  of  the  action  on  the  case^  given  by  the 
Statute  of  Westminster,  was  to  meet  erery  case  of  indi- 
Tidual  and  particular  wrong  as  it  might  arise,  on  the  well- 
known  principle  that,  if  any  subject  sustained  a  wrong  by 
the  unjustifiable  act  of  another,  he  ought  to  have  a 
remedy.  It  is  no  objection,  therefore,  that  this  particular 
action  may  not  have  been  brought*  Nor  is  it  material, 
after  verdict,  that  the  declaration  may  be  informally  drawn, 
if  on  the  face  of  it  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  be  disclosed. 
Although  the  contract  is  set  out  in  the  declaration,  the 
action  is  not  brought  upon  that  contract,  on  which  un« 
doubtedly  the  son  could  not  sue*  But  the  action  on  the 
case  is  peculiarly  applicable  to  cases  where  the  party  ean^ 
not  sue  on  the  contract,  but  where  out  of  the  breach  of  it 
a  wrong  has  resulted  to  the  plaintiff  The  statement  of 
the  contract  is  merely  introductory ;  it  is  however  thus  far 
important,  that  it  shews  the  defendant  had  notice  that 
Langridge  the  father  bought  the  gun  for  the  use  of  his 
sons;  and  it  is  alleged  also,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  and 
confided  in  the  warranty.  In  Chapman  v.  Piekersgill  (a), 
where  it  was  first  held  that  case  lay  for  maliciously  suing 
out  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  which  was  afterwards 
superseded,  Wilmoi,  C.  J.,  says — ''  It  is  said  this  action 
was  never  brought,  and  so  it  was  said  in  Athby  v.  White; 
I  wish  never  to  hear  this  objection  again.  This  action  is 
for  a  tort ;  torts  are  infinitely  various,  not  limited  or  con*- 
fined,  for  there  is  nothing  in  nature  but  may  be  an  instru- 
ment of  mischief.*'  Here  it  is  clear  that  if  the  plaintiff 
cannot  sue  for  this  injury,  no  other  person  can,  and  there 

(a)  2  WUi.  145. 
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is  a  wrong  without  a  remedy.    But  the  principle  on  which  Btek.  ofPUa^t 
it  is  contended  that  this  action  may  be  supported,  isj  that 
wherever  by  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  a  duty 
is  imposed  upon  the  defendant,  and  by  a  breach  of  that 
duty  (as  distinguished  from  a  contract)  an  injury  happens 
to  the  plaintiff,  he  may  sue.    This  duty  may  either  arise 
oat  of  a  contract,  or  it  may  be  imposed  by  law :  and  the 
present  case  may  be  rested  on  both  these  grounds.    It 
should  be  observed,  that  it  does  not  follow  that  because  a 
oontract  exists,  an  action  of  tort  may  not  be  maintained 
even  by  the  party  to  the  contract.     Thus,  in  Mast  v. 
Goodson  (a),  a  count  on  an  agreement  in  writing,  that 
the  plaintiff  should  build  a  yard  in  the  defendant's  c1ose» 
and  lay  out  20/.  upon  it,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  en* 
joy  it  for  his  life,  averred  that  the  plaintiff  did  build  the 
yard,  &c.,  and  enjoyed  the  same  for  some  years  as  an 
easement,  and  assigned  for  breach  that  the  defendant 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  obstructed  him  in  the  enjoy* 
ment  of  such  easement :  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  good 
count  in  tort,  and  well  joined  with  a  count  in  trover. 
There  the  plaintiff  might  have  sued  directly  on  the  con- 
tract ;  yet  he  was  held  entitled  to  sue  in  tort  for  a  breach 
of  the  duty  arising  out  of  it.     In  Everard  v.  Hopkins  (6)| 
the  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendant  being  a  common 
cbirurgeon,  had  undertaken  the  cure  of  the  plaintiff's  ser- 
vant, being  hurt  with  a  cart  wheel,  and  that  by  agreement 
between  them,  he  was  to  have  five  marks  for  the  said  cure ; 
and  alleged  that  he  was  not  only  careless  of  the  curcj 
but  applied  unwholesome  medicines,  &c.»  whereby  the 
plaintiff  lost  the  service  of  his  servant  for  a  year :  it  was 
held,  on  demurrer,  that  this  count  was  good ;  and  it  was 
also  said,  that  the  servant,  though  he  could  not  sue  upon 
the  agreement,  might  have  an  action  upon  the  case  for  the 
applying  of  unwholesome  medicines  to  him.    So,  in  an 

(a)  3  ^ili.  348.  (6)  2  Bulitr.  333. 
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Exeh.  of  PUatt  action  on  the  case  by  a  man  and  his  wife  against  a  surgeon 
for  an  injury  to  the  wife  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  im- 
proper and  unskilful  treatment,  it  was  held  sufficient  to 
state  in  the  declaration  that  the  defendant  was  retained 
as  a  surgeon  for  reward,  and  entered  on  the  cure,  without 
alleging  by  whom  he  was  retained,  or  was  to  be  paid : 
Pippin  and  Wife  v.  Sheppard  (o).     Richards,  C.  B.,  there 
says : — "  From  the  necessity  of  the  thing,  the  only  person 
who  can  properly  sustain  an  action  for  damages  for  an  in- 
jury done  to  the  person  of  the  patient,  is  the  patient  him- 
self, for  damages  could  not  be  given  on  that  account  to  any 
other  person,  although  the  surgeon  may  have  been  retained 
and  employed  by  him  to  undertake  the  cure.     The  party 
employing  the  surgeon  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  this 
action."    So  here,  the  father  could  recover  only  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract,  and  nothing  for  the  injury  to  his 
son,  except  so  far  as  he  might  be  able  to  shew  a  loss  of 
his  services.      In  Yin.  Abr.,  Actions,  (Case,  Disceit), 
O.  b,  S,  this  case  is  put,  which  is  also  referred  to  in 
Everard  v.  Hopkins: — "  If  I  deliver  my  horse  to  a  smith 
to  shoe,  and  he  deliver  him  to  another  smith,  who  pricks 
him,  I  may  have  action  upon  the  case  against  him,  though 
I  did  not  deliver  the  horse  to  him:*' — citing  12  E.  4,  13  a, 
pi.  9.    Another  case  there  stated  is,  where  a  party  delivers 
goods  to  A.,  who  delivers  them  to  B.  to  keep  for  his  use, 
and  B.  wastes  them ;  the  owner  may  have  an  action  on  the 
case  against  B.,  though  he  did  not  deliver  them  to  him. 
In  these  cases   the  only  contract  was  with  the  original 
bailee ;   yet  an  action  on  the  case  was  held  maintainable 
against  the  second. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  a  duty  was  imposed  by  law  on 
the  defendant,  not  knowingly  to  sell  an  article  calculated  to 
do  injury.  Where  a  party  undertakes  to  furnish  that  which 
by  his  misconduct  may  become  dangerous  to  another^  be 

(a)  11  Price,  400. 
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IB  bound  in  law  to  take  reasonable  care  that  it  is  so  sup-  Bteh.  of  Piem, 

1837. 
plied  as  not  to  be  injurious.     The  law  imposes  such  a 

duty,  though  there  may  be  no  contract  at  all.  It  is 
analagous  to  the  liability  of  a  party  who  puts  dangerous 
animals,  knowing  their  disposition^  into  a  place  where 
they  are  likely  to  do  injury ;  Dixon  v.  Bell  (a).  He  who 
carelessly  or  wrongfully  exposes  another  to  danger  by  fire 
arms  is  in  a  like  predicament.  Suppose  there  were  no 
contract  in  this  case,  and  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
had  put  the  gun  into  the  plaintiff's  hand  to  fire  it  off, 
knowing  it  to  be  unsafe;  can  it  be  said  that  he  would  not 
be  liable  if  any  injury  resulted  ?  If  a  party  sold  a  vicious 
dog  under  a  representation  that  he  was  a  quiet  one,  and 
being  taken  home  by  the  buyer,  he  bit  his  child ;  would  not 
the  seller  be  liable  for  this  injury  ?  The  law  imposes  on  all 
persons  who  deal  in  dangerous  commodities  or  instruments, 
an  obligation  that  they  should  use  reasonable  care,  much 
more  that  they  should  not  supply  them  knowing  them  to 
be  likely  to  cause  injury.  [Parker  B.,  referred  to  Williams 
T.  £ast  India  Company  {b).  Alderson,  B. — There  are 
many  cases  which  establish  that  the  act  of  an  unconscious 
agent  is  the  act  of  the  party  who  sets  him  in  motion.  If 
your  declaration  had  averred  that  the  father  was  an  un- 
conscious agent  in  the  transaction,  that  is,  that  he  be- 
lieved the  gun  to  be  safe,  it  would  have  brought  you 
within  that  principle].  It  is  averred  that  it  was  delivered 
to  the  father,  for  the  use  of  the  sons,  on  an  undertaking 
from  the  defendant  that  it  was  a  safe  one ;  as  against  him, 
therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  the  father 
believed  it  to  be  so ;  at  all  events,  after  verdict,  the  alle- 
gation is  sufficient.  Suppose  A.  sells  oxalic  acid  as  Epsom 
salts ;  B.,  discovering  the  error,  puts  it  back,  and  goes  to 
inform  A.  of  it ;  in  the  mean  time  C«  takes  it ;  would  B.*« 
knowledge  affect  C's  right  of  action  against  A.  ?    [Alder-^ 

(a)  5  M.  &  Sel.  l98.     ^  (t)  3  Bast,  192. 
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Arelk.  tf  PAm^  4«Hi;  B. — It  18  BveiTed  that  the  injury  arose  wholly  by  tbe 
breach  of  duty  of  the  defendant ;  that  negatives  the  in* 
ference  that  it  was  in  any  degree  by  breach  of  duty  in  tbe 
father].  The  onus  is  on  the  defendant  to  shew  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover:  primft  fAcie>  every  man 
who  suffers  an  injury  is  entitled  to  recover  against  the 
party  who  caused  it,  and  who  must  be  taken  to  have  in* 
tended  the  natural  consequences  of  his  injurious  act. 

EirU  and  BuiU  ^contriL — ^There  is  no  such  known  right 
in  the  English  law  as  is  contended  for  on  the  other  sidei 
whereby  ihe  pimniiff  is  ekititled  to  receive  damagles  from 
the  defendant,  with  whom  he  made  no  contract  The 
allegation,  that  the  gun  was  delivered  for  the  use  of  the 
tons,  is  not  a  direct  and  traversable  allegation ;  it  is  laid 
under  a  videlicet,  and  is  wholly  rromateriaK  If  the  contraet 
had  been  denied,  it  wotdd  have  been  sufficient  to  prove  m 
contract  in  fact,  without  proving  the  statement  tiiat  the 
gun  was  bought  for  the  sons'  use.  The  introduction  of 
that  allegation,  therefore,  cannot  affect  the  defendant*! 
legal  liability.  At  all  events,  the  declaration  should  have 
shewn  that  it  was  bought  for  the  use  of  the  sons  in  aonie 
kwful  and  necessary  employment, — as  in  the  service  of  the 
father^ — and  so  used ;  as  it  stands,  it  must  be  taken  that  die 
plaintiff  used  it  merely  for  his  amusement,  and  without  the 
father's  authority^  It  is  consistent  with  all  that  is  stated, 
that  the  plaintiff,  having  heard  of  the  warranty,  and 
having  become  aware  of  the  unsafe  state  of  the  gun, 
may  have  taken  it  from  its  place  of  custody,  and  of  his 
own  act  loaded  and  fired  it  off,  when  it  exploded.  All 
these  presumptions  ought  to  have  been  excluded,  in 
order  to  give  the  plaintiff  a  right  of  action.  The  tpecial 
damage  can  give  no  cause  of  action,  if  no  breach  of  duty 
be  shewn  down  to  that  point.  The  plaintiff  must  shew  a 
breach  of  a  public  duty,  or  a  violation  of  a  private  right 
existing  hetimen  himself  and  the  defendant, — and  then 
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follows  the  damage,  which  completes  the  cause  of  action ;  Exeh.  y jPCm** 
but  the  damage  cannot  be  prayed  in  aid  to  support  the 
previous  part  of  the  case :  and  here  it  is  in  the  statement 
of  the  special  damage  that  it  is  said  the  injury  was 
caased  by  the  breach  of  duty  and  improper  conduct  of 
the  defendant.  No  doubtj  whenever  an  instrument  is 
immediately  dangerousi  and  is  so  placed  as  to  be  likely 
to  do  an  injury  to  any  of  the  public,  the  party  who 
places  it  there  is  liable  for  such  injury.  But  here,  for 
aught  that  appears,  the  gun  was  delivered  to  the  father 
unloiaded.  And  the  contract  of  warranty  raises  no  found- 
ation of  public  duty :  it  is  a  mere  representation  at  the 
time ;  and  there  is  no  authority  that  it  was  in  breach  of 
any  public  duty,  or  could  have  subjected  the  defendant 
lo  any  public  proceeding.  In  all  the  cases  referred  to 
on  the  other  side,  it  was  alleged  as  a  fact,  and  is  no- 
ticed by  the  Court,  that  the  instrument  was  at  the  time 
actually  dangerous.  So  also,  in  the  cases  relating  to 
the  setting  of  loaded  spring  guns,  or  other  weapons  di- 
rectly dangerous.  Boti  v.  Wilkes  (a),  Birdy.  Holbrook{b), 
TowMsend  v.  Wathen  (c).  So,  ferocious  animals  are  imme- 
diately and  necessarily  dangerous.  But  there  are  other 
eases  which  may  be  put,  more  in  analogy  with  the  present. 
Suppose  a  chain  cable  were  sold  with  a  warranty  of  its  being 
seoure,  when  in  fact  it  was  imperfect,  and  the  vessel  being 
in  a  storm,  the  cable  is  let  go,  and  breaks;  could  it  be  con- 
tended that  the  captain  and  each  of  the  crew,  if  injured  in 
consequence,  would  have  a  right  of  action  against  the 
acHer?  60,  supposing  the  owner  of  an  unruly  horse, 
knowing  bis  disposition,  sold  him  with  a  warranty  that  he 
was  quiet  to  drive,  and  the  buyer  lent  him  to  a  friend,  who 
put  other  persons  into  the  carriage,  and  he  ran  away,  and 
overturned  and  injured  them ;  would  the  seller  be  liable  to 

(a)  3  B.&  Ald.dOS.  60?. 

(i)  4  Biof.  688;  1  Moo.  k  P.         (c)  9  fiast,  277. 
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Et€h,  rf  Pleat,  each  of  these  persons  ? — Such  liahilities  would  be  carried  to 
an  extent  wholly  indefinite.   The  distinction  is  this:  is  the 
instrument  or  other  thing  immediately  dangerous  or  mis- 
chievous by  the  act  of  the  defendantj  or  is  it  such  as  may 
become  so  by  some  further  act  to  be  done  to  it  ?    Thus,  in 
the  well  known  case  of  Scoii  ▼.  Shepherd  {a)^  the  squib  was 
immediately  dangerous,  and  the  injury  done  by  it  furnished 
a  right  of  action.    So  there  is  a  known  head  of  actions 
for  negligence  '*  in  keeping  his  fire ; "  Com.  Dig.  Action 
upon  the  case  for  negligence,  ( A.  6) ;  because  fire  is  m 
known  immediate  cause  of  mischief.     The  nearest  case  to 
the  present  is  that  of  Witie  v.  Hague  (6).    There,  A.,  an 
engineer,  having  been  employed  by  B.  to  erect  a  steam 
boiler  and  other  apparatus  on  premises .  adjoining  to  the 
manufactory  of  C,  and  C.'s  property  having  been  injured 
in  consequence  of  the  explosion  of  the  boiler  by  reason  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  materials  of  which  it  was  composed ; 
and  it  being  found  as  a  fact  by  the  jury  that  A.  was  per- 
sonally present,  and  that  his  servants  had  the  management 
of  the  apparatus,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  it  was  held 
that  C.  might  maintain  an  action  on  the  case  against  A. 
for  the  injury ;  but  the  Court  intimated  an  opinion,  that  if 
the  jury  had  negatived  the  fact  of  A.'s  management  of  the 
apparatus,  though  the  accident  arose  from  the  imperfection 
of  the  materials,  he  would  not  have  been  primarily  liable. 
The  general  principle  is,  that  the  damage  must  be  a  proxi- 
mate consequence  from  the  act  of  the  defendant: — here  no 
privity  is  shewn  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff^ 
and  the  gun  is  made-to  produce  the  damage  by  the  spon- 
taneous and  unauthorized  act  of  the  plaintiflT.    lParie,B. 
— The  question  is,  whether  a  person  to  whom  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  defendant  is  indirectly  made,  may  not 
also  bring  an  action.    Suppose  it  be  made  to  the  one  in 
order  to  be  communicated  to  the  other?]    Then  it  ought 

(a)  3  Will.  403.  (6)  2  DowL  &  Ryl.  33. 
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to  be  SO  averred.    [Parke^  B. — ^May  not  that  be  collected  E*ck.  of  Pka», 


from  the  allegations  in  this  declaration?]  There  is  no 
statement  that  the  representation  was  made  by  the  defen- 
dant to  the  plaintiff^  or  that  it  was  conveyed  to  him  by  his 
father,  or  that  the  father  was  an  intermediate  agent  for  the 
purpose  of  conveying  it.  If  the  defendant  had  authorized 
the  father  to  make  the  representation  to  the  plaintiff,  it 
might  and  ought  to  have  been  averred  that  tlie  defendant 
so  represented  to  the  plaintiiT:  but  all  that  is  alleged  isi 
that  the  father,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  told  the  defendant 
it  was  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  sons.  It  is  just  the 
same  as  the  case  of  the  purchaser  of  a  horse  for  himself 
and  his  friends,  or  of  a  stage  coach  for  the  use  of  the  pro- 
prietors and  all  the  passengers.  In  the  cases  cited  on  the 
other  side,  of  Everard  v.  Hopkins,  and  Pippin  v.  Shep" 
hard,  there  was  a  direct  act  of  misfeasance  done  by  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff.  So,  in  fViUiama  v.  East  India 
Company i  the  action  was  between  the  parties  to  the 
contract.  Scott  y.  Lara  {a\  Ward  v.  Weeks  {b),  Vicars  y. 
Wileocks{c)t  are  authorities  to  shew  that,  in  order  to 
support  an  action  for  a  false  representation,  the  injury 
must  be  the  natural  and  legal  consequence  of  the  false 
statement  of  the  defendant. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

In  the  present  term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Parks,  B. — In  this  case  a  motion  was  made  to  arrest 
the  judgment,  after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  [His  Lord* 
ship  stated  the  declaration,  and  proceeded] : — Itis  clear  that 
this  action  cannot  be  supported  upon  the  warranty  as  a 
contract,  for  there  is  no  privity  in  that  respect  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant.    The  father  was  the  contract- 

(a)  Peake't  N.  P.  C.  296.    (6)  7  Biagli.  211.    (c)  8  East,  1. 
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^^^7^^^'  ^"^  P^^y  vi^ti  ^^  defeodant,  and  can  alone  sue  upon  that 
contract  for  the  breach  of  it. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  enough  is  stated  on  this 
record  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  though  not  on  the 
contract;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is^  and  that  the 
present  action  may  be  supported. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  rest  the  case  upon  one  of  the 
grounds  on  which  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaratiff 
sought  to  support  his  right  of  action,  namely,  that  where- 
ever  a  duty  is  imposed  on  a  person  by  contract  or  otherw 
wise,  and  that  duty  is  violated,  any  one  who  is  injured  by 
the  violation  of  it  may  have  a  remedy  against  the  wrong- 
doo* :  we  think  this  action  may  be  supported  without  laying 
down  a  principle  which  would  lead  to  that  indefinite  exteot 
of  liabiUty,  so  strongly  put  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
OB  the  part  of  the  defendant;  and  we  should  pause  l)e£MRe 
we  made  a  precedent  by  our  dedsioo  which  would  be  an 
anthority  for  an  action  against  the  vendors,  even  of  suck 
instruments  and  articles  as  are  dangerous  in  themselves* 
at  the  suit  of  any  person  whomsoever  into  whose  hands 
they  might  haj^en  to  pass,  and  who  should  be  injured  there- 
by* We  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  go  to  that  length,  and 
our  judgment  proceeds  upon  another  ground*    If  the 
instnunent  in  question,  which  is  not  of  itself  dangerous, 
but  which  requires  an  act  to  be  done,  that  is,  to  be  loaded,  in 
order  to  make  it  so,  had  been  simply  delivered  by  the  de- 
fendant, without  any  contract  or  representation  on  his  part^ 
to  the  plaintiff,  no  action  would  have  been  maintainable 
for  any  subsequent  damage  which  the  plaintiff  might  have 
sustained  by  the  use  of  it.    But  if  it  had  been  delivered 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  bei^g  so 
used  bjf  himt  with  an  accompanying  representation  to  him 
that  he  might  scfekf  so  use  it^  and  that  reiMresentation  had 
been^be  to  the  drfendamCs  knowledge^  and  the  plaiatiff 
had  acted  upon  the  faith  of  its  being  true,  and  had  received 
damage  thereby,  then  there  is  no  question  bat  that  an 


SiSTER  TKRM»  7  WILL.  IV.  5S1 

action  would  have  lain,  upon  the  principle  of  a  numerous  Muh.  y  Bhn^ 


class  of  cases,  of  which  the  leading  one  is  that  of  Padey 
T.  Freeman  (a) ;  which  principle  is,  that  a  mere  naked 
falsehood  is  not  enough  to  give  a  right  of  action ;  but 
if  it  be  a  falsehood  told  with  an  inteation  that  it  should 
be  acted  upon  by  the  party  injured,  and  that  act  must 
produce  damage  to  htm ;  if,  instead  of  being  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  immediately,  the  instrument  had  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  for  the  pnrpo$e  ^ 
being  ddwered  io  and  then  used  by  the  plaintiff,  the  like 
falae  representation  being  knowingly  made  to  the  inter* 
mediate  person  to  be  communicated  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  acted  upon  it,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  the  principle  would  equally  apply,  and  the  plaintiff 
would  have  had  his  remedy  for  the  deceit;  nor  could  it 
make  any  difference  that  the  third  person  also  was  in* 
tended  by  the  defendant  to  be  deceived;  nor  does  there 
seem  to  be  sny  substantial  distinction  if  the  instrument  be 
deUvered,  in  order  to  be  so  used  by  the  plaintiff,  though 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  intended  the  lalse 
representation  itself  to  be  communicated  to  him.  There 
is  a  false  representation  made  by  the  defendant,  with  a  view 
thai  the  plaintiff  sheuld  use  the  instrument  in  a  dangerous 
way,  and,  unless  the  representation  had  been  made,  the 
dangerous  act  would  never  have  been  done. 

If  this  view  of  the  law  be  correct,  there  is  no  doubt  but 
that  the  facts  which  upon  this  record  must  be  taken  to 
have  foand  by  the  jury  bring  this  case  within  the  principle 
of  those  referred  to.  The  defendant  has  knowingly  sold 
the  gun  to  the  father,  ybr  the  purpose  of  being  used  by  the 
plaintiff  hy  loading  and  discharging  it,  and  has  knowingly 
made  a  false  warranty  that  it  might  be  safely  done,  in 
order  to  effect  the  sale ;  and  the  plaintiff,  on  the  faith  of 
that  warranty,  and  believing  it  to  be  true,  (for  this  is 

(o)  3  T.  R.  61. 


1837. 


6SS  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Bxeh.  nf  PUatt  the  meaning  of  the  term  cofiJiding\  used  the  gun,  and 
^  '  -»     thereby  sustained  the  damage  which  is  the  subject  of 
Lanoridqb     this  complaint.     The  warranty  between  these  parties  has 
Lett.        not  the  effect  of  a  contract ;  it  is  no  more  than  a  repre* 
sentation ;  but  it  is  no  less.     The  delivery  of  the  gun 
to  the  father  is  not,  indeed,   averred,  but  it  is  stated 
that,  by  the  act  of  the  defendant,  the  property  was  trans- 
ferred to  the  father,  in  order  that  the  son  might  use  it ; 
and  we  must  intend  that  the  plaintiff  took  the  gun  with 
the  father's  consent,  either  from  his  possession  or  the  de- 
fendant's; for  we  are  to  presume  that  the  plaintiff  acted 
lawfully,  and  was  not  a  trespasser,  unless  the  contrary 
appear. 

We  therefore  think,  that  as  there  is  fraud,  and  damage^ 
the  result  of  that  fraud,  not  from  an  act  remote  and  con* 
sequential,  but  one  contemplated  by  the  defendant  at  the 
time  as  one  of  its  results,  the  party  guilty  of  the  fraud  is 
responsible  to  the  party  injured. 

We  do  not  decide  whether  this  action  would  have  been 
maintainable  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  known  of  and  acted 
upon  the  false  representation ;  nor  whether  the  defendant 
would  have  been  responsible  to  a  person  not  within  the 
defendant's  contemplation  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  to  whom 
the  gun  might  have  been  sold  or  handed  over.  We  decide 
that  he  is  responsible  in  this  case  for  the  consequences  of 
his  fraud  whilst  the  instrument  was  in  the  possession  of  a 
person  to  whom  his  representation  was  either  directly  or 
indirectly  communicated,  and  for  whose  use  he  knew  it 
was  purchased. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Eteh.  qf.Pkatf 
J  837. 

Levy  v.  Price.  "^     v     ^ 

In  this  case  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  was  sued  out  on  The  new  rales 

of  H,  T.  2  W. 

the  17th  of  February  last,  and  notice  thereof  was  given  4,  i.  88,  and  H. 
to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  on  the  22nd;  on  the  19th  April  J^Ui^^iy^ 
it  was  allowed,  but  on  that  same  day,  at  an  earlier  hour,  «rronin  &ct; 

"  a  wni  of  error 

the  plaintiff  levied  on  the  defendant's  goods  under  a  fieri  coram  Tobii  is 

.  therefore  a  lu- 

faCias.  penedeai  from 

the  time  of  no« 
tice  that  it  is 

Mansel  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  fieri  facias  ^ued  out,  not 

from  the  time  of 

for  irregularity,  and  to  stay  the  proceedings  on  the  judg-  allowance  only. 
ment,  and  referred  to  Birch  v.  Triste(a)  as  an  authority  ^^  g^^^  ^^'^ 
that  a  writ  of  error  coram  vobis  was  not  within  the  sta-  q"i"ns*>"iiin 

error,  does  not 

tutes  requiring  bail  in  error.  apply  to  erroxi 


iufitct 


Hvmfrey  shewed  cause. — Under  the  rules  of  H.  T. 
2  W.  4,  s.  83,  and  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  s.  9,  the  writ  of  error 
was  a  supersedeas  only  from  the  time  of  allowance,  not 
from  the  time  of  notice ;  and  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  96, 
s.  1,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  put  in  bail  in  error. 

Parke,  B. — Birch  v.  Trisie  is  a  distinct  authority  that 
the  statute  of  James  does  not  apply  to  errors  in  fact ;  and 
the  6  Geo.  4  is  in  pari  materia  with  it.  Nor  do  the  new 
rules  apply  to  the  case  of  errors  in  fact.  The  plaintiff 
ought  therefore  to  have  applied  to  the  Court  for  leave  to 
take  out  execution :  and  the  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute ;  no  action  to  be  brought. 

(a)8East,41L 
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^      V     ^  Beale  r.  Overton. 

Tb€  ifafffiff  J-  HIS  waa  a  sheriflTfl  interpleader  rule.  WUlmore^  for 
Se^onunder  ^^^  claimant,  objected  that  the  sheriff  came  too  late*     It 

the  Interpleader  appeared  tliat  he  went  into  possession  on  the  25th  Norem* 
§^<c^m  iQ  toe  tem 

neitt after  the  her;  shortly  afterwards  he  received  notice  that  the  pro- 
ud toon  enoagh  pcrtyon  the  premises  belonged  to  a  trustee  under  the 
odieT^^^to  ™*™*8®  settlement  of  the  defendant's  wife,  but  he  nerer* 
ihew  eanie  in  theless  remained  in  possession  until  the  28th  January, 
he  does  not,  when  he  applied  to  the  Court.  The  statement  on  the  part 
wm  te^^^  of  the  sheriff  was,  that  the  rule  had  not  been  obuined 
chnge^  or  he     sooner,  in  consequence  of  a  defective  statement  in  his  affi- 

nrasC  pay  the 

cofti  of  both       davit.     WiUmare  cited  Cook  v.  Allen  (a),  and  Ridgwag  t. 
oftti^other       pi^^gr (6),  as  authorities  to  shew  that  the  sheriff  was 

bound  to  apply  much  more  promptly  than  he  had  done 

in  this  case. 

Waison  appeared  for  the  execution  creditor,  and  BmU 
for  the  sheriff. 

Parke,  B. — The  application  is  so  late,  that  either  the 
rule  must  be  discharged,  in  which  case  the  sheriff  will  be 
liable  to  an  action,  or  he  must  pay  the  costs  of  both  the 
other  parties.  He  ought  to  come  in  the  term  next  after 
the  claim  is  made,  in  sufficient  time  to  enable  the  other 
parties  to  shew  cause  in  that  term. 

Rule  accordingly. 

(a)  1  G.  &  M.  642;  2  Dowl.         (b)  1  Har.  &  WoU.  189. 
P.CII. 
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JSxdk.  of  Pleoi, 
1837. 

Lanman  y.  Lord  Audley. 

jLmASENT  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  executors  Tfae^rarifoiii 
of  the  late  Lord  Audley  to  shew  cause  why  judgment  !|^w.  4^ "  tint' 


should  not  be  entered  up  on  a  cognovit  given  by  the  tes-  *'******|^Jj^ 
tator.     It  appeared  that  the  cognovit  was  dated  on  the  Court  or  a 
8th  of  February,  1833,  and  Lord  Audley  died  on  the  1 5th  a  judgment  to 
January,  18S7.    Before  the  recent  rule  of  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  ^^^l^^^ 
a*S,  if  the  application  had  been  made  to  a  judge  in  the  pKMonifiM 
vacation  after  the  party  died,  to  enter  judgment  as  of  the  caMtwiiorvitit 
preceding  term,  it  would  have  been  in  time.    Archb.  Pr.  McJrtU^ovt. 
383, 566.     [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — ^You  might  have  moved 
in  Hilary  Termj.    The  plaintiff  did  not  then  know  that 
Lord  Audley  was  dead)  and  some  time  elapsed  before  he 
was  able  to  ascertain  whether  he  had  made  a  will,  and  who 
were  the  executors,  the  will  having  been  proved  in  Ireland. 
A  similar  application  was  made  two  years  ago  to  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  to  enter  up  judgment  on  a  warrant  of  at- 
torney, in  the  case  of  Harrison  v.  The  Executors  of  Sir 
George  Naylor^  and  that  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi,  but 
no  cause  was  shewn,  the  executors  having  paid  the  money. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — The  old  notion  was,  that  as  a 
term  was  one  day,  judgment  might  be  entered  up  on  any 
day  of  the  term  if  the  defendant  was  proved  to  be  alive 
at  any  time  within  the  term ;  but  here  the  plaintiff  does 
not  come  within  the  following  term.    This  could  not  have 
been  done  under  the  old  rules,  and  I  do  not  see  why  it 
should  be  done  now].    The  Court  are  empowered  by  the 
proviso  in  Rule  3  of  H.  T.  4  W.4j  to  order  judgment  to 
be  entered  up  nunc  pro  tunc 

ParxBj  B. — ^No;  I  apprehend  the  new  rule  for  enter- 
iog  up  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  applies,  as  formerly,  to  the 
cues  where  the  delay  is  only  of  the  Court,  as  where  a  case 
'Htt  been  argued,  and  some  delay  has  arisen  thereby.    In 
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Exeh.  rfPUoM,  this  case  it  is  the  plaintiff's  own  laches.     You  must  take 
1837 

your  remedy  in  the  ordinary  way. 


Lanman 

0. 
LordAuDLET. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Motion  refused. 


The  warden  of 
Dover  Caitle 
having  returned 
oepi  corpus  to  a 
writ  of  capias, 
a  rule  to  bring 
in  the  body  was 
served,  which 
expired  on  the 
28ih  of  No- 
vember.   A  no- 
tice of  justifi- 
cation of  bail 
was  given  on 
the  6th  of  De- 
cember, which 
the  plaintiff's 
attorney  re- 
turned, saying 
that  the  body 
rale  had  ex- 
pired, and  the 
warden  was 
in  contempt. 
Two  subsequent 
notices  were 
given,  and  the 
plaintiff's  attor- 
ney attended  on 
each  occasion, 
and  after  pro- 
testing that  the 
proceedings 
were  irregular, 
opposed  the 
Justification  of 
bail:— ^«/<f, 
that  this  was 
no  waiver  of 
the  warden's 
contempt,  and 
that  the  plain- 
tiff was  after^ 
wards  in  a 
condition  to 
move  for  an 
attachment. 


Smith  t;.  Andrews. 

A  WRIT  of  capias  directed  to  the  warden  of  Dover 
Castle  was  issued  on  the  30th  of  September,  on  which  the 
defendant  was  arrested  on  the  8th  of  November^  and  gave 
a  bail-bond  on  the  10th.  The  warden  accordingly  re- 
turned cepi  corpus,  and  a  rule  to  bring  in  the  body  was 
served  on  the  S^nd,  returriable  on  the  28th  of  November. 
Bail  was  put  in  on  the  5th  of  Decemberi  and  a  notice  of 
justification  was  given  on  the  6ih,  which  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  returned^  stating  that  the  body  rule  had  expired, 
and  that  the  warden  was  fixed.  A  subsequent  notice 
was  given  on  the  17th  to  justify  bail  at  chambers^  which 
also  the  plaintiff's  attorney  returned,  saying  that  the 
notice  was  irregular.  He  however  attended  at  the 
judge's  chambers,  at  the  same  time  protesting  that  the 
proceedings  were  irregular,  and  opposed  the  bail,  and  one 
of  them  was  rejected.  A  subsequent  notice  was  given  for 
the  5th  of  January,  when  the  plaintiff's  attorney  again 
attended  and  protested  against  the  proceedings  as  irre* 
gular,  and  applied  for  costs  on  the  rejection  of  the  bail  on 
the  former  occasion.  The  bail  were  allowed  to  justify,  and 
on  the  6th  a  plea  was  delivered  at  the  office  of  the  plain- 
tiff's  attorney,  which  was  never  returned.  On  the  18th  of 
January  the  warden  was  applied  to  for  the  payment  oi 
the  debt  and  costs,  and  a  bill  of  costs  was  delivered,  which 
did  not  contain  any  mention  of  or  charge  for  opposing  the 
justification  of  bail ;  and  the  plaintiff's  attorney  did  not 
communicate  to  the  warden  the  fact  that  the  bail  had 
justified.  The  warden,  under  the  threat  of  an  attach* 
ment,  paid  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs. 
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W.  H.  Waison  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  obtained  a  ^'c*-  ^  Pfetu^ 


rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney  should 
not  pay  over  to  the  warden  the  amount  of  the  debt  and 
costs  which  he  had  so  paid.     Against  this  rule, 

Kelljf  now  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  was  in  a  condi- 
tion to  move  for  an  attachment  at  the  time  the  money  was 
paid  by  the  warden ;  and  the  money  was  paid  in  lieu  of  and 
to  prevent  the  attachment.  The  rule  to  bring  in  the  body 
having  expired  on  the  28th  of  November,  and  bail  not  hav- 
ing been  put  in,  the  warden  was  in  contempt  on  the  29th, 
and  liable  to  an  attachment.  The  defendant  had  no  power 
to  put  in  bail  in  vacation  without  consent,  and  no  consent 
was  given ;  therefore  the  justification  of  bail  was  altogether 
irregular :  Sayers  v.  Tolfree  (a).  Attending  and  opposing 
bail  was  no  waiver,  as  the  plain tiff^'s  attorney  protested  at 
the  time  that  the  whole  proceeding  was  irregular :  Hawkins 
v.  Plomer{b\  Holt  v.  Meddowcro/t  (c).  [Parke,  B.— Was 
not  the  acceptance  of  the  plea  a  Waiver  of  the  irregularity, 
and  an  admission  that  the  defendant  was  then  in  Court  ?] 
Without  considering  how  far  the  mere  delivery  of  a  plea 
and  the  non-return  of  it  is  a  waiver  of  all  past  irregulari- 
ties, there  could  be  no  waiver  here,  as  the  knowledge  of 
the  delivery  of  the  plea  is  denied. 

Waison,  contra. — The  delivery  and  non-return  of  the 
plea  was  an  admission  that  the  defendant  was  then  in 
Court  Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  an  attach- 
ment for  not  bringing  in  the  body  would  have  been  irre- 
gular. In  Ilex  V.  The  Sheriff  of  Middlesex  (d),  it  was 
held  that  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  for  not  bring- 
ing in  the  body  after  the  defendant  had  surrendered  is 
irregular,  though  the  surrender  be  not  made  until  after 

(u)  1  Price,  2.  (c)  4  Man.  &  Selw.  467- 

{b)  2  Sir  W.  Block.  1064.  {d)  2  Mao.  &  Selw.  662. 
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1837. 


588  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQU&Jt, 

Exeh.  9f  Pleas,  the  ruk  far  bringing  in  the  body  has  expired.    The  tule 
^    of  H.  T.  3  Will.  4,  does  not  apply,  as  this   was  a  rule 
Smith        to  bring  in  the  body,  and  not  an  order ;  it  stacids,  there- 
ANDftEWfl.     fore,  on  the  old  practice,  and  the  case  cited  is  a  direct 
authority.     If  an  application  for  an  attachment  had  been 
Blade  in  this  case,  no  aUacfa»ent  would  ha?e  bee«  grant- 
ed, inasmuch  as  material  facts  were  concealed  from  the 
warden,  there  ha^iag  been  no  mention  in  the  biU  of  costs 
of  any  item  for  opposing  and  searching,  for  bail,  irfaich,  if 
there  had  been,  would  have  put  the  warden  on  the  alert, 
and  induced  him  not  to  pay  the  money. 

Parke,  B. — The  application  is  answered  as  to  the  irne- 
gularity,  and  I  think  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  condition  to 
move  for  an  attachment  at  the  time  he  obtained  the  attiotui 
of  deibt  and  costs  from  the  warden ;  but  the  bill  of  costs 
should  have  contained  items  for  searching  for  and  oppos- 
ing bail,  and  the  costs  of  justifying;  and  then  it  is  clear  the 
warden  would  not  have  paid  the  money,  but,  if  an  attach- 
ment had  issued,  would  have  moved  to  set  it  aside  on  pay- 
ment of  costs.  By  the  omission  to  insert  chis  he  has  been 
misled.  It  is  not  clear  from  the  affidavits  that  there  was 
any  acceptance  of  the  plea.  The  rule  cannot  be  granted  on 
the  terms  prayed  for,  but  it  must  be  suspended,  in  order  Ao 
give  time  for  an  application  to  be  made  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant, that  the  bail  may  justify  on  an  affidavit  of  merits. 
If  no  such  application  can  be  made,  either  on  behalf  of 
the  bail  or  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  must 
•receive  all  proper  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  the  Master,  out  of 
the  amount  of  the  debtiind  costs  paid  by  the  wasden,  and 
i^fund  the  residue  to  the  warden. 

BoLLANO,  B.,  and  Alderson,  B.,  concurred. 

The  affidavit  of  merits  was  afterwards  supplied,  and  the 
rule  was  made  absolute  to  repay  the  money  to  •the  warden 
on  the  above  mentioned  terms. 
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Harris  v.  Butler.  ^     v     '^ 

C^ASE. — The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  Caw.  The 
before  and  at  the  making  of  the  indenture  of  apprentice-  auted'that 
.ship  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  J^Ii^the ' 
.September,  1834,  one  Matilda  Harris,  then  being  .the  dwighier  and 
daughter  and  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  eonaeat  piainUf;  wiUi 
of  the  said  plaintiff,  became  and  was  the  apprentice  of  |],^  !|iXdfl;^ 
one  Adeliza,  then  being  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  for  a  «>«»«ne  th« 

'  °  apprentice  of 

certain  time,  to  wit,  the  term  of  two  years,  for  the  purpose  one  A.,  the  wife 

of  learning  the  art  or  business  of  a  milliner  and  dress-  dant,  for  the 

maker,  in  consideration  of  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  y^^foV'uie 

of  291.,  then  paid  by  the  said  plaintiff  to  the  said  defend-  purpose  of 

leamioff  tiw 

ant  in  that  behalf;  and  on  the  terms  that  the  said  Adelisa,  buiineas  of  a 

with  the  consent  of  the  said  defendant,  should  find  and  ^Udendon 

provide  the  said  Matilda,  whilst  she  should  be  such  ap-  ^^^f.^l^^ 

prentice,  with  meat  and  drink  and  lodging ;  and  that  the  and  in  con- 

.said  plaintiff  should  find  and  provide  his  said  daughter  the  said  A., 

with  suitable  clothing  and  with  other  necessaries  during  ^^^^^^' 

«the  said  term*     Nevertheless,  the  said  defendant  contriv-  defendant, 

should  find  and 

ing,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending,  to  injure  and  provide  the 
prejudice  the  said  plaintiff,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  ^.^^  ^rink, 
whilst  the  said  Matilda  was  such  apprentice  of  the  said  ngj^jjj^"*^ 
Adelizs  as  aforesaid,  debauched  and  carnally  knew  the  the  defendant 
said   Matilda ;  whereby  she  became  very  sick  and  ill,  whereby  she^ ' 
and  wholly  incapable  of  serving  the  said  Adeliza  as  such  j^^^wc  of*"^ 
apprentice,  or  of  learning  the  said  art  or  business;  and  "{T^y***, 
thereby  the  said  plaintiff  wholly  lost  the  benefit  which  he  of  learning  the 
ought  to  have  derived  and  acquired  from  the  said  sum  of  *&cSit:^Heid 
.money  so  paid  by  him  as  aforesaid,  and  from  the  said  ***  °"  demur- 
JVIatilda  being  taught  and  instructed  in  the  said  art  and 
business ;  and  also  suffered  and  underwent  great  anxiety 
of  mind  by  reason  of  the  illness  of  his  said  daughter;  and 
bath  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend 
divers  sums  of  money,  &c.,  in  and  about  the  providing  of 
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ExeKrfPUat,  physic  and  medicinei  and  the  nursing  and  taking  care 
of|  and  endeavours  to  cure  the  said  Matilda  Harris, 
and  taking  care  of  her  during  her  said  illness,  &c. ;  and 
had  wholly  lost  the  benefit  of  the  service  of  the  said 
Matilda  Harris,  so  being  his  daughter  and  servant  as 
aforesaid^  in  his  necessary  affairs  and  business.  The 
second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the 
defendant,  suffered  and  permitted  the  said  Matilda  Har- 
ris, then  being  the  daughter  and  servant  of  the  said  plain- 
tiff, and  an  infant,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  and 
accustomed  to  be  employed  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  affairs 
and  business,  to  go  and  reside  in  the  house  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  to  be  furnished  with  board  and  lodging  there  for 
the  purpose  of  being  taught  and  instructed  in  the  business 
of  a  milliner  by  the  said  Adeliza,  then  being  the  wife  of 
the  defendant,  for  certain  consideration  and  reward  there- 
fore paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  defendant ;  and  there- 
upon it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  take 
due  and  proper  care  of  the  said  Matilda  Harris,  being  the 
daughter  and  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  her  morals 
and  health,whilst  she  should  remain  in  the  house  of  the  said 
defendant,  so  that  the  said  plaintiff  might  not  be  injured 
or  prejudiced  by  reason  of  the  improper  treatment  by 
the  defendant  of  the  said  daughter  and  servant  of  the 
plaintiff.  Nevertheless,  the  defendant,  contriving,  &&, 
theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and 
on  divers  other  days  and  times  &c.,  whilst  the  said 
Matilda  Harris  was  residing  in  the  house  of  the  said 
defendant,  and  being  furnished  with  board  and  lodg- 
ing, and  receiving  instruction  as  aforesaid,  debauched 
and  carnally  knew  the  said  Matilda  Harris,  so  being  the 
daughter  of  the  said  plaintiff^  whereby  the  said  Matilda 
Harris  became  and  was  very  ill,  and  incapable  of  con- 
tinuing in  the  house  of  the  said  defendant,  and  being  so 
taught  and  instructed  as  aforesaid;  and  it  became  and 
was  necessary  that  the  said  Matilda  Harris  should  be 
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removed  from  the  house  of  the  said  defendant^  where  the  Bteh.  of  Pieat, 
said  Matilda  Harris  was  residing,  and  that  the  said  plain- 
tiff should  receive  her  again  into  his  house,  and  should 
supply  her  with  board  and  lodging  and  necessaries,  and 
should  supply  physic  and  medicine  for  the  said  Matilda 
Harris  during  her  illness,  whereby  &c.,  (concluding  as  in 
the  first  count). 

Plea  to  each  count,  that  the  said  Matilda  Harris  was 
not,  at  the  said  times  when  &c.,  the  servant  of  the  plaintiff.. 

Special  demurrer,  stating  for  causes  that  the  defendant 
had,  by  his  plea  to  the  first  count,  alleged  that  the  said 
Matilda  Harris  was  not,  at  the  said  times  when  &c.,  the 
servant  of  the  plaintiff;  whereas  it  was  not  alleged  in  that 
count  that  the  said  Matilda  Harris,  at  the  time  of  the 
committal  of  the  grievances  in  that  count  mentioned,  was 
the  servant  of  the  plaintiff;  nor  was  the  declaration 
founded  solely  on  the  loss  of  the  service  of  the  said  Ma- 
tilda Harris,  nor  was  it  material  or  necessary  to  the  sup- 
port of  it  that  the  said  Matilda  Harris  should  have  been 
such  servant  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  griev- 
ances ;  and  also  that  the  pleas  did  not  confess  and  avoid 
the  allegations  in  the  declaration,  or  traverse  the  same; 
and  also  that  the  pleas  should  have  concluded  to  the 
country,  and  not  with  a  verification. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Hughes,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — This  is  not  a 
common  action  for  seduction,  but  a  special  action  on  the 
case,  founded  on  a  contract  between  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiff,  by  which,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  paid 
to  the  defendant,  a  benefit  was  to  be  derived  by  the  plain- 
tiff, not  immediately  but  indirectly,  and  which,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
has  wholly  lost.  [Parke,  B. — The  declaration  does  not 
state  that  the  defendant  contracted.  If  you  had  gone 
upon  the  contract  you  should  have  declared  in  assumpsit]. 
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E^.  of  Pleat,  The  rule  Chat^  to  maintam  an  action  for  an  injury  of  thia' 
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natural  the  partiea  must  stand  in  the  rektton  of  master 

arid  servant  at  tie  time  of  the  injury^  applies  only  to 
actions  per  quod  servitium  amisit.  The  loss  here  is  inde^ 
pendent  of  the  service.  In  Hall  v.  Hollander  (a),  Bajfley, 
3'9  suggested  an  action  of  this  nature.  He  says,  **  In  this 
case  it  was  proved  that  the  father  did  not  necessarily  iacur 
any  expense ;  if  he  tiad  done  so,  I  am  not  prepared  Xo  say 
that  he  could  not  ha^e  recovered  upon  a  declaradon  de- 
scribing as  the  cause  of  action  the  obligation  of  the  father 
to  incur  that  expense/*  In  Booth  v.  CkarUon,  and  John^ 
son  V.  Jilt  Adam,  cited  in  Dean  v.  Peel  (6),  Wilson,  J.,  is 
stated  to  have  held  at  Nisi  Prtus,  that  where  the  daughter 
was  under  age,  the  action  was  maintainable,  though  she 
was  not  part  of  her  father's  family  at  the  time  she  was 
seduced*  In  Speight  v.  Oliviera  (c),  where  A.,  with  iih 
tent  to  seduce  the  servant  and  daughter  of  B«,  hhred 
her  as  his  servant,  and  by  that  means  obtained  possession 
of  her  person,  it  was  held  that  B.  might  maimaia  an  action 
against  A.  for  such  seduction.  [Parie,  B.-^There  the 
wrong  was  done  under  colour  of  a  contract,  and  the  de- 
fendant's fraud  did  not  destroy  the  original  relationship 
between  the  father  and  the  child.  In  the  cases  cited  io 
Dean  v.  Peel,  though  the  daughter  waa  not  at  her  £Either*a 
house  at  the  time,  she  was  only  casually  absent  on  a  visit, 
with  an  animus  revertendi;  and  as  Lord  EUenborough 
observed,  ''In  those  cases  the  implied  relationship  of 
master  and  servant  continued.*'  Formerly  the  action  of 
seduction  was  held  not  to  be  maintainable  without  proof 
that  the  relationship  of  master  and  servant  existed,  and  in 
all  cases  some  service  was  held  necessary.  That  rule  was 
afterwards  so  far  relaxed,  that  if  the  child  was  a  minor, 
but  of  an  age  capable  of  acts  of  service,  such  service  it 


(a)  4  B.  &  C.  660.  (6)  5  East,  47- 

(<;)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  493. 
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was  held  might  be  presumed.  Here  the  declaration  Bxeh.  of  pum, 
admits  that  she  was  not  in  her  father's  service,  for  it 
states  the  injury  to  have  been  done  whilst  she  was  the 
apprentice  of  the  defendant's  wife,  and  whilst  she  was 
residing  in  his  house.  You  do  not  shew  on  your  declara- 
tion any  contract  by  the  defendant  to  take  care  of  the 
daughter's  morals,  nor  does  the  law  imply  any  such  pro- 
mise to  the  father].  The  declaration  states  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  paid  to  the  defendant  a  sum  of  money  for  the  in- 
struction of  bis  daughter,  and  for  her  board  and  lodging, 
and  be  is  deprived  of  that  adrantage  by  the  conduct 
of  the  defendant.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Does  it  follow 
that  she  is  not  to  have  her  board  and  lodging  still  t  But 
suppose  a  man  to  lake  a  lodging  for  his  son  or  daughter, 
does  the  law  imply  a  contract  to  take  care  of  their  morals  ? 
Parke,  B. — There  may  be  a  duty  arising  out  of  the  con- 
tract of  apprenticeship,  but  you  do  not  state  such  a  con- 
tract between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff.  Neither 
do  you  shew  any  other  facts  from  which  a  contract  by  the 
defendant  to  take  care  of  the  daughter's  morals  may  be 
implied]. 

Lord  Abikgsr,  C.  B. — If  the  declaration  can  be  amended 
by  stating  anything  from  which  a  duty  express  or  implied 
might  arise,  you  may  have  leave  to  amend  on  payment  of 
costs. 

Leave  to  amend  within  a  week,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleof, 
1837. 

*^  Morgan  v.  Seaward  and  Others. 

If  a  patent  be     CaSE  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent.    The  declara- 

Uken  oat  for  ,  or 

leverai  inven-  tion  Stated,  that  one  Elijah  Galloway,  before  and  at  the 
are^cuTmed  aa  ^"06  of  the  making  of  the  letters  patent,  and  of  the  com- 
ind^thcjury '  flitting  of  the  grievances  by  the  defendants  as  thereinafter 
find  that  one  of  mentioned,  was  the  true  and  first  inventor  of  certain  im- 

them  it  not  an 

improvement,  provements  in  steam-engines,  and  in  machinery  for  propel- 

aitogetiberToid.  ^^^S  ^^ssels,  which  improvements  were  applicable  to  other 

^  d*A  ^^  '^  purposes  ;  and  thereupon  his  late  Majesty,  King  George 

few  months  4,  by  letters  patent,  dated  Snd  July,  1829,  (recitbg  as 

ofa^tentfor  therein  mentioned),  gave  and  granted  to  the  said  E.  Gal- 

in  paddUe*"*"^  loway,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  his  li- 

wheeii,  two  cencc  and  authority  that  he  and  they,  by  himself  and  them- 

wheeb  were  selvcs,  or  by  his  and  their  deputy  or  deputies,  servants  or 

j^imiffVo^  agents,  or  such  others  as  he  or  they  should  at  any  time 

whomthepa-^  agree  with,  during  the  term  of  fourteen  years  therein  ex- 

warda  assigned)  pressed,  should  make,  use,  exercise,  and  vend  his  said  in- 

and^his  vrork!'  vention,  and  enjoy  the  whole  profit  and  advantage  thereof 

Slnufecto'r^r*  ^^*'"  England  and  Wales,  and  in  all  his  majesty's  colo-: 

under  the  di-  nies  and  plantations  abroad,  &c.     Provided  always,  and 

rections  of  the  ^ 

patentee,  and  the  said  letters  patent  were  upon  this  condition,  that  if  at 
juncJon'o7se-  *"y  ^^^^  during  the  term  thereby  granted  it  should  be 
^^7t^^  *°^d  ^^^^  appear  that  the  grant  was  contrary  to  law,  or  preju- 
for  them  by  the  dicial  or  inconvenient  to  his  Majesty's  subjects  in  general, 
when  finished,  OT  that  the  said  invention  was  not  a  new  invention  as  to  the 
uken^'^eces  P^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  €xercis€  thereof  in  England,  and  in  his 
packed  up,  and  Majesty's  colonies  and  plantations  abroad,  or  not  invented 
fi>reign  port,  and  fbund  out  by  the  said  E.  Galloway,  the  letters  patent 
ing^to'the^  '  should  forthwith  cease,  determine,  and  be  void.  The  de- 
S^'^^'th*'  claration,  after  setting  forth  the  whole  of  the  letters  pa- 
were  put  to-  tent,  proceeded  to  allege  the  making  and  enrolment  of  the 
used^afterthe  specification  by  Galloway,  the  patentee,  an  assignment 

date  of  the 
patent)  in 

steam-boats  belonging  to  a  company  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  the  manager  and  a  principal  share- 
holder :-»/r(rM,  that  this  was  not  such  a  publication  of  the  invention  as  to  avoid  the  patent. 
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from  him  to  the  plaintiff;  dated  16th  October,  1829,  and  £«^A•  (f  Pka», 
an  infringement  of  the  patent  by  the  defendants,  by  an  ^ 

imitation  of,  and  additions  and  alterations  in,  that  part  Morgan 
of  the  invention  which  consisted  in  machinery  for  pro-  Seaward. 
pelling  vessels.  The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty ; 
secondly,  that  the  said  £.  Galloway  did  not  by  an  in- 
strument in  writing  particularly  describe  and  ascertain 
the  nature  of  his  said  alleged  invention,  and  in  what  man- 
ner the  same  was  to  be  performed,  in  manner  and  form  as 
in  the  declaration  alleged ;  thirdly,  that  the  alleged  inven- 
tion in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  not  an  improvement 
in  steam-engines ;  fourthly,  that  it  was  not  an  improvement 
in  machinery  for  propelling  vessels ;  fifthly,  that  the  al- 
leged invention  was  not,  at  the  time  when  the  letters  patent 
were  granted,  new,  and  that  the  said  E.  Galloway  was  not 
the  true  and  first  inventor  thereof;  and  sixthly,  that  the 
alleged  invention  was  and  is  of  no  use,  benefit,  or  advan- 
tage to  the  public  whatsoever :  on  all  which  pleas  issues 
were  joined. 

The  specification  enrolled  by  Galloway,  the  patentee, 
described  the  improvement  in  steam-engines  to  consist  in  a 
mode  of  giving  a  rotatory  motion  to  the  fly-wheel  by 
means  of  an  alternating  motion  produced  by  the  rotatory : 
and  the  improvement  in  machinery  for  propelling  vessels 
to  consist  of  an  improvement  in  paddle-wheels,  whereby 
the  float  boards  or  paddles  are  made  to  enter  and  come 
out  of  the  water  at  positions  the  best  adapted,  as  far  as 
experiments  have  determined  the  angle,  for  giving  full 
effect  to  the  power  applied.  And  at  the  end  of  the  spe- 
cification, after  having  described  the  manner  in  which  the 
machinery  worked,  he  said — ''  My  claim  is  for  the  mode 
hereinbefore  described  of  giving  the  required  angle  to 
the  paddles  by  means  of  the  rods,  stems,*'  &c.  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson^  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  Trinity  Term,  1836,  the  following  evidence  was 
given  as  to  the  question  whether  there  was  a  publication 
of  the  invention    before  the  date  of   the  patent: — In 
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Exek.  0/  Pleat,  the  month  of  February,  1889,  one  Cortra,  a  mftchtne- 
maker  at  Bermondsey,  began  to  make  for  Morgan,  the 
plaintiff,,  in  bis»  Curtis 's,  manufactory,  two  pair  of  paddle- 
wheels,  on  the  principle  for  which  the  patent  was  after- 
wards taken  ont ;  receiving  his  instructions  firom  time  to 
tisne  from  Galloway.  One  pair  was  completed  in  April, 
and  the  other  in  June,  1829,  and  Curtis  was  then  paid  for 
them  by  the  plaintiff.  Cnrtis's  ordinary  workmen  were 
employed  upon  them,  but  he  received  directions  from  Gal- 
loway that  no  other  person  should  see  them,  as  he  was 
about  to  take  out  a  patent.  One  Williams,  a  working 
mechanic,  came  on  one  occasion  into  the  mannfactory 
when  the  men  were  at  work  upon  the  wheels,  and  saw 
them,  but  a  complaint  being  made  on  the  subject,  he 
was  never  again  admitted,  nor  were  they  seen,  so  far 
as  appeared  in  evidence,  by  any  other  stranger*  When 
the  wheels  were  finished,  they  were  taken  to  pieces  and 
packed  in  boxes,  and  shipped  for  Trieste,  where  they 
arrived  in  July,  and  were  received  by  an  agent  of  the 
plaintiff;  from  thence  they  were  embarked  fi>r  Venice, 
where  they  were  put  together,  and  in  September  they 
were  started  from  Venice  to  Trieste,  in  boats  belonging  to 
the  Venice  and  Trieste  Steam  Company,  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  the  manager  and  a  principal  owner.  The 
instructions  for  entering  the  caveat  for  the  patent  were 
given  in  the  beginning  of  March,  and  it  was  taken  oat  on 
the  2nd  July. 

The  learned  Judge  expressed  his  opinion  that,  on  these 
facts,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the 
fifth  issue,  and  accordingly  so  directed  the  jury,  giving 
the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him  on 
that  issue,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion. 
The  great  mass  of  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause  was 
directed  to  the  questions,  whether  the  plaintiff's  invention 
as  to  the  steam-engines  was  of  any  use,  and  whether  the 
specification  sufficiently  described  the  invention  in  the 
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paddle-wheels,  so  as  to  enable  a  workman  of  ordinary  and  JBtck.  gPUasr 
competent  skill  and  knowledge  to  construct  them,  and  to     n...^^^..«L^ 
obtain  the  required  angle.    The  jury  ultimately  found  on       McmoAN 
the  scfveral  issues  as  follows:  on  the  first,  second,  and      seaward. 
fourth,  for  the  plaintiff;  and  on  the  third  for  the  defen- 
dants ;  and  the  sixth  issue  was  thereupon  also  entered  for 
the  defendants. 

In  Michaelmas  Termi  Sir  F»  Pollock  moyed  pursuant 
to  the  leave  reserved,  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  fifth  issue  (a),  and  also  why  the  plaintiff  should  not 
have  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third  issue* 
and  the  sixth  issue  should  not  be  entered  for  bimy  on 
the  ground  that  the  inutility  of  one  part  of  the  invent 
tion  could  not  vitiate  the  patent  as  to  the  whole;  citing 
Brunion  v.  Hawkes  (6),  Lewis  v.  Marling  {e),  and  Haworth 
V.  Hardcasile  {d).  The  Aitorney-Generalf  for  the  defen- 
dants, also  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  on  the  second  issue  was  contrary 
to  the  evidence*    In  Hilary  Term, 

The  Attomey^General,  D.  Pollock^  Alexander^  and 
Jervis^  shewed  cause  against  Sir  F.  PollocVs  rule. — If 
the  third  issue  be  a  material  one,  having  been  found  for 
the  defendant,  the  finding  on  the  other  issues  becomes 
immaterial.  The  question  is,  therefore,  whether  the  in- 
utility of  an  invention,  or  a  material  part  of  it,  which  is 
claimed  as  an  improvement,  does  or  does  not  defeat  the 
patent  right.  Now,  the  statute  of  the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  ;^  ,  was 
in  all  respects  a  restraining  statute.  Lord  Coke,  in  his 
commentary  upon  it  («),  states  that,  at  common  law,  there 

(a)  On  this  point  he  produced  (6)  4  B.  ft  Aid.  541. 

affidavits  of  the  plaintitfandothers,  (c)  10  B.  &  Cr.  22;  6  Man.  & 

explanatory  of  the  evidence  given  R.  66. 

at  the  trial;  but  as  the  Court,  in  (d)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  182;  4  M.  & 

giving  judgment,  did  not  act  upon  Scott,  720. 

them,  it  seem»  to  be  unnecessary  («)  3  Inst.  184. 
to  refer  to  them. 
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JSjva.  0/  Pfeiu,  must  be,  in  order  to  support  a  monopoly,  "  urgens  neces- 
sitas  et  evidens  utilitas."  And  there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  to  invest  the  Crown  with  a  burger  power  than  it 
possessed  at  common  law.  The  grant  itself  also  recites 
that  the  party  is  the  inventor  of  an  improvement :  the  plea 
denies  that  it  is  an  improvement,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff 
claims  it  as  to  steam-engines ;  the  jury  have  found  that  it 
is  not  so ;  the  patent  is  therefore  void  as  to  this  part,  in- 
asmuch as  the  Crown  has  been  deceived  in  its  grant, 
having  made  it  on  the  faith  of  the  suggestion  that  the 
machine  was  an  improvement  in  steam-engines.  And  if 
void  for  that  part,  it  is  void  altogether :  the  claim  is  for 
one  entire  invention;  and  if  a  party  takes  out  a  patent  for 
several  subjects,  he  perils  the  whole  on  the  validity  of 
each ;  Brunton  v.  Hawkes  (a).  A  patent  for  a  useless 
manufacture  is  ''  hurtful"  and  "  inconvenient,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute ;  since  it  precludes  all  the  rest  of 
the  public  from  enjoying  the  benefit  of  real  improvements 
in  the  subject-matter  of  the  patent  during  the  term  of 
the  esclusive  grant.  A  review  of  the  authorities  on  the 
subject  leads  to  the  same  conclusion.  In  Edgeberrjf  v. 
Stephens  (6),  it  is  said  that  ''  the  act  intended  to  encou- 
rage new  devices  useful  to  the  kingdom,  whether  learned 
by  travel  or  study  ;**  and  therefore  it  was  held  that  a 
patent  might  be  granted  for  an  invention  new  in  England, 
though  it  had  been  before  practised  beyond  sea.  In 
Boulton  V.  Bull  (c),  Eyre,  C.  J.,  says  of  the  invention 
which  was  there  the  subject  of  discussion  (Boulton  and 
Watt's  method  of  lessening  the  consumption  of  steam) — 
**  It  professes  to  lessen  the  consumption;  and  to  make 
the  patent  good,  the  method  must  be  capable  of  lessening 
the  consumption  to  such  an  extent  as  to  make  the  inven- 
Hon  useful.**  In  R.  v.  Arkwright  {d)^  Buller,  J.,  says : — 
**  What  is  there  in  the  specification  that  can  lead  you  to 

(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  541.  (c)  2  H.  Bl.  498. 

(6)  2  Salk.  447.  {d)  Daviea's  Patent  Gases,  118. 
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say  you  must  make  use  of  three  things  for  one  of  the  ma-  Bxch.^  pum, 
chines,  and  three  for  the  other,  and  which  three  for  one 
or  the  other?  And  even  if  it  were  so,  what  is  to  become 
of  the  other  four  ?  If  those  are  of  no  use  but  to  be  thrown 
in  merely  to  puzzle,  I  have  Ao  difficulty  to  say,  upon  that 
ground  alone,  the  patent  is  void.*'  So,  in  Huddart  v. 
Grimshaw  (a).  Lord  EUenborough  says : — "  If  the  com- 
bination in  its  nature  be  essentially  new ;  if  it  be  produc- 
tive of  a  new  end,  and  beneficial  to  the  public^  it  is  that 
species  of  invention  which,  protected  by  the  king's  patent, 
ought  to  continue  to  the  person  the  sole  right  of  vending 
it.''  In  Manton  v.  Parker  (6),  and  again  in  BoviU  y. 
Moore  (c),  Gibbs,  C.  J.,  lays  it  down  expressly^  that  in 
.order  to  support  a  right  to  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  any 
invention,  the  party  must  shew  **  not  only  that  it  is  new, 
but  that  it  is  useful  to  the  public.*'  Walker  y.  Congreve  (d) 
carries  the  principle  still  further:  there  Leach,  Y.  C, 
said  that  the  particular  invention,  though  new,  was  not  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  come  within  the  statute,  for  that  it  did 
not  exhibit  such  proof  of  skiU  and  invention  as  entitled  it 
to  the  protection  of  the  law.  In  Hilly.  Thompson (e), 
Dallas f  J.,  having  directed  the  jury  that  the  law  on  the 
subject  of  patents  required,  first,  that  the  invention  must 
be  novel;  secondly,  that  it  must  be  useful ;  and,  thirdly, 
that  the  specification  must  be  intelligible ;  that  direction 
was  expressly  adopted  and  acquiesced  in  by  LordEldon  (/). 
In  Bloxam  v.  Elsee  (g)^  and  Letds  v.  Davis  (h),  Lord 
Tenterden .  also  left  it  as  a  distinct  point  to  the  jury  whe- 
ther the  invention  was  useful;  and  such  has  been  the 
uniform  course  at  nisi  prius*  In  Hatoorth  v.  Hardeastle^i), 

\a)  Dav.  Patent  Cases,  279.  (/)  3  Meriv.  629. 

(6)  Id.  330.  (g)  1  Car.  &  P.  b%Si  Ry.  & 

(c)  Id.  399.  M.  187. 

(d)  Gods.  Patent  Laws,  68,  n.  (h)  3  Car.  &  P.  502. 
(«)  8  Taunt.  376;    2  Moore,  (0  1  Bing.  N.  C.  182;  4  M.  & 

424 ;  S.  C.  3  Meriv.  622.  Scott,  720. 
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Exeh.  cf  Phtti,  -where  the  jury  found  that  the  inveDtion  (certain  Machinery 
«-     \  *  ^    £or  drying  calicoes)  was  jiew^  and  useful  on  the  wb<de, 
MoROAw       but  that  it  was  not  useful  in  some  eases  for  taking  up  the 
.ScAWARD.     doth  (it  being  stated  in  the  specification  that  the  clotk 
might  be  taken  up  again,  by  the  same  machinery,  after 
having  been  extended  for  the  purpose  of  drying),  the  Court 
undoubtedly  sustained  a  verdict  in  favour  of  due  patent. 
That  4;ase,  however,  is  distinguishable ;  for  the  Court  ex- 
pressly fdeoided  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  not  nega- 
iived  or  intended  to  negative  that  the  patent  was  ttseful, 
in  the  generality  of  cases,  for  the  purposes  stated. 

The  ease  on  which  the  plaintiff  will  place  the  greatest 
jeliance,  is  that  of  Lewis  v.  Marling  (a).  There  the 
|)atQntee  of  an  improved  machine  for  diearing  cloths, 
daimed  as  his  invention  *'  the  application  of  a  proper 
substance  to  brush  the  surface  of  the  cloth  to  be  shorn  :** 
the  brush,  however,  turned  out  to  be  useless ;  but  it  was 
held  that  this  did  not  vitiate  the  patent,  because  the  ape- 
<jficatiion  had  not  described  it  as  an  essenticd  part  of  the 
inaohftne.  lAlderson,  B. — ^There  may  be  a  great  difiec- 
.ence  between  the  case  of  a  complicated  machine,  one 
part  jof  which  may  be  useless,  and  a  case  where  one  of  the 
distinct  poctbns  of  an  invention  is  useless]*  Lewis  v. 
Marling  is,  on  that  ground,  clearly  distinguishable  from 
-the  present  case.  But  besides,  the  patentee  has  here 
explicitly  claimed  this  as  an  improvemeni  in  steam-en- 
:giQ6s.  That  amounts  to  the  same  as  if,  in  describing  a 
complicated  machine,  he  had  claimed  any  particular  part 
of  it  as  an  essential  part.  On  this  ground,  therefore»  it  is 
submitted  that  the  patent  is  void  altogether. 

The  second  question  is  as  to  the  novelty  of  the  inven- 
tion. The  rule  of  law  is,  that  if,  after  a  pacty  lias  ootn- 
{)leted  bis  invention,  and  before  taking  out  his  patent,  he 
thinks  fit  to  put  it  into  use  or  practice,  that  will  ^void  his 

(a)  .10  B.  &  Cr.  22 ;  5  M.  &  Ry.  66. 
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exclnsive  rigbt    The  nature  of  the  use  must  have  been  £*^  •/  ^^o^ 

.       •  .  I8&7. 

ftuch  as  would  invalidate  a  patent  for  the  same  inventioRy  ^ 

if  taken  oitt  by  another  person.  Tennant*8  case  (a)«  JR.  v.  Morqax 
Arkwrighty  Brunton  v.  Hawkes,  Wood  v.  Zimmer  (6).  Here  asAWAKD. 
tiie  facts  shew  that  there  was  such  a  use  and  exercise  of 
the  invention  as  amounted  to  a  publication.  It  is  said  that 
all  that  was  done  by  the  plaintiff  was  for  tlie  purpose  of 
experiment.  It  rather  appears  that  it  was  by  way  of  f  ai* 
iure.  The  wheels  were  sent  to  Trieste  by  the  plaintiff^ 
not  as  the  patentee^  but  as  the  agent  of  the  company^  to 
order  that  the  company  might  purchase  them,  not  merely 
that  they  might  try  the  capability  of  the  invention :  and 
the  paiteot  was  taken  out  within  a  month  or  two  after- 
wards, before  any  answer  was  returned  from  Trieste. 
The  new  mmtufacture  intended  by  the  statute  is  something 
which,  at  the  time  when  the  patent  is  taken  cuit,  has  not 
lieen  known  to  others  than  the  patentee;  the  restriction 
ia  not  confined  to  cases  where  it  has  been  previously 
^raided,  or  even  used,  in  the  ondinary  sense  of  the  word. 
The  previous  knowledge^  and  the  use  thereby  acquired, 
18  a  publication  sufficient  to  avoid  the  patent  If  these 
wheels,  when  completed,  had  been  publicly  exhibited^ 
could  the  patent  have  been  sustained  ?  By  such  exhibi* 
tiei^  the  invention  would  have  oeased  to  be  iteia,  although 
it  had  never  been  brought  into  actual  eaerciae. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  Sir  W.  Folleti,  and  Buii,  in  support  of 
the  rule. — ^First,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
the  fifth  iasue.  Upon  the  evidence  given  at  the  triaU 
there  was  nothing  to  go  to  the  jury  to  shew  such  a  want  of 
novelty  .as  avoided  the  patent,  either  by  force  of  the 
statute  or  by  the  teems  of  the  grant.  The  reqnbite  of 
noteliy  in  an  invention  was  a  restriction  first  introduced 
by  the  statute  of  James.   [Parke,  B. — That  appears  ques- 

(a)  DavicB's  Patent  Cases,  429.  (6)  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  68. 
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Etch,  of  Pleat,  tionable:  Lord  Coke  seems  to  speak  of  it  as  one  of  those 
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requisites  of  a  monopoly  which  existed  before  the  statute]. 

It  is  submitted  that  he  is  only  commenting  upon  the  seve- 
ral restrictions  imposed  by  the  statute  itself.  .  Then,  all 
which  the  statute  requires  in.  this  respect  is,  that  the 
grant  shall  be  ''  to  the  first  and  true  inventors  of  such 
manufactures  which  others  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
the  grant  did  not  use.*^  And  all  that  the  letters  patent 
themselves  require,  is,  that  the  invention  shall  be  new  as 
to  the  public  use  and  exercise  thereof  in  England  or  the 
colonies.  Now,  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that 
there  was  any  use  whatever  of  this  invention,  in  the  ordi- 
nary sense  of  the  word,  in  England.  The  machine  itself 
was  never  used :  and  if  the  invention  be  considered  to  be 
not  the  machine,  but  the  method  of  constructing  it,  that  was 
brought  into  use  only  on  one  specific  occasion,  and  that 
only  by  way  of  experiment,  and  with  the  view  of  using  the 
machine  itself  out  of  the  kingdom. .  It  has  been  said  on 
the  other  side,  that  it  could  not  have  been  by  way  of  ex- 
periment, because  the  shipment  of  the  machines  abroad 
was  made  only  a  month  or  two  before  the  date  of  the  pa- 
tent. But  the  period  of  six  months  which  is  given  after 
the  date  of  the  patent,  for  enrolling  the  specification,  is 
given  for  the  very  purpose  that  the  patentee,  having  se- 
cured his  right,  may  have  an  interval  in  which  to  perfect 
his  experiments,  before  he  is  obliged  to  describe  or  ascer- 
tain by  his  specification  the  precise  nature  and  details  of 
his  invention.  Nay,  he  is  even  bounds  if  during  that  in- 
terval he  make  any  further  discovery,  to  communicate  it 
to  the  public ;  Crossley  v.  Beverly  (a).  Suppose  the  ma- 
chines had  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  then 
sold  to  the  company :  would  that  have  been  a  publication? 
Clearly  not.  Then  he  has  an  equal  right  to  employ  another 
to  make  them ;  he  does  not  sell  to  that  other  the  privilege 

(a)  9  B.  &  Cr.  63. 
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of  making  them  for  himself,  but  merely  employs  him  to  ^c*-  ofPUoM, 
construct  them.  Paying  him  the  price  of  the  materials  and  ^  ^  ^ 
labour.  Moreover,  he  is  employed  with  a  knowledge  that  MoaoAw 
a  patent  is  about  to  be  taken  out,  and  therefore  that  the  seawa&o. 
method  of  construction  is  a  matter  to  be  kept  secret;  and 
accordingly  he  is  bound  by  a  pledge  of  secrecy.  It  is  in  all 
respects  the  same  as  if  the  machine  had  been  made  by  the 
plaintiff  himself,  in  his  own  workshop,  in  a  case  where 
he  could  have  made  it  by  his  own  skill  and  labour.  The 
plaintiff  does  not,  by  licence  or  otherwise,  permit  others 
than  himself — strangers — to  use  either  the  machine  or  the 
method  of  construction  in  England :  he  does  not  sell  or  pub- 
lish in  any  way  the  method  of  construction :  and  he  sells  the 
machine  but  to  be  used  abroad.  The  public  have,  before 
the  date  of  the  patent,  no  means  whatever  of  discovering 
the  invention.  As  to  Galloway's  publication  to  the  plaintiff, 
that  was  under  the  intended  contract  of  assignment,  and 
was  clearly  no  publication  to  the  world.  The  cases  re- 
ferred to  on  the  other  side  are  all  distinguishable.  In 
Woody.  Zimmer,  the  article  for  which  the  patent  was 
granted  had  been  publicly  vended.  In  Tennanfs  case,  it 
had  been  used  for  several  years  by  another  manufacturer; 
the  patentee  was  therefore  certainly  not  '^  the  first  and 
true  inventor."  The  same  observation  applies  to  the  case 
of  Arkwright's  patent.  Lewis  v.  Marling  was  a  stronger 
case  than  the  present.  [Alderson,  B. — It  is  certainly  a 
most  important  question,  what  are  the  limits  of  what  a 
man  may  do  without  its  being  a  publication,  and  a  ques* 
tion  on  which  much  remains  to  be  discovered :  the  law  is 
in  a  very  confused  state.  In  the  case  of  Letois  v.  Marling, 
I  should  certainly  have  entertained  very  considerable 
doubts.  If  the  question  is  to  be  put  altogether  on  the 
ground  of  the  public  use  of  the  invention,  how  did  Dr. 
Brewster  lose  the  benefit  of  his  invention  of  the  Kaleido- 
scope because  it  had  been  previously  published  in  a  book? 
VOL.  lu  o  o  M.  w. 
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Sjreh.  ofj*:eat,  U  had  not  been  used^  though  it  was  made  known  to  all 

V ^^i-^     tlie  world  berore.     If  Dr.  Hall  had  published  his  disco* 

Morgan  veries  in  a  book^  I  apprehend  tbat  would  have  put  an  end 
SsAWAiiD.  to  Dollond's  patent,  although  Dr.  Hall  had  never  made 
an  object  glass  in  his  life.  Much  obscurity  has  been  in- 
troduced into  this  question  by  the  use  of  loose  expressions 
and  dicta].  The  knowledge  and  means  of  knowledge  of 
the  public  amount  to  the  same  thing :  in  this  case  the  pub- 
lic had  neither. 

Secondly. — It  may  be  admitted,  that  if  a  patent  be  taken 
out  for  a  machine  or  thing  which  is  to  perform  a  particular 
operation,  and  it  does  not  perform  that,  and  is  therefore 
useless  with  reference  to  the  specific  purpose /or  which  the 
patent  is  granted,  that  will  avoid  the  grant.  But  here  it 
is  not  pretended  that  the  plaintiff's  steam  engine  is  abso- 
lutely useless,  or  even  worse  to  use  than  one  of  a  different 
construction  in  the  same  circumstances:  and  there  is  a 
wide  difference  between  the  case  of  an  article's  not  being 
useful  because  there  is  already  another  in  the  market 
which  will  as  well  answer  the  purpose,  and  may  be  cheaper, 
and  that  of  an  article  which  i^  useless  because  it  professes 
to  effect  a  particular  purpose,  and  does  not  effect  it.  The 
cases  relied  on  by  the  other  side  vnll  be  found  to  apply  to 
the  latter  state  of  circumstances.  It  is  said  that^  this 
being  a  patent  for  several  inventions,  by  upholding  one  of 
them  when  the  other  is  useless,  the  patentee  obtains  a 
monopoly  of  the  whole,  and  so  deprives  the  public  of  the 
benefit  of  applying  the  former  to  some  other  useful  com- 
bination.  But  the  answer  is  that  which  is  given  by  the 
Court  in  Lewis  v.  Marling,  that  the  statute  imposes  no 
such  condition  as  that  the  invention  shall  be  in  all  parts 
useful.  ''  The  condition  is  that  the  thing  shall  be  new, 
not  that  it  shall  be  useful ;  and  although  the  question  of 
its  utility  has  been  sometimes  left  to  a  jury,  I  think  the 
condition  imposed  by  the  statute  has  been  complied  with 
when  it  has  been  proved  to  be  new."    Per  Parke,  J.»  in 
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LewU  y.  Marling  (a).  If  the  grant  be  according  to  the  ^eh.  rf  Pleas, 
terms  of  the  act  of  Parlia  ment,  and  the  grantee  complies 
with  any  further  condition  which  the  Crown  may  think  fit 
to  annex  to  the  grant,  that  is  all  that  is  necessary.  And 
if  this  be  true  of  a  single  invention  composed  of  several 
parts,  as  was  the  case  of  Lewis  v.  Marling,  a  fortiori  it  is 
true  of  several  distinct  improvements  comprised  in  one 
patent,  where  one  only  is  found  not  to  be  useful.  The 
restraint  in  the  statute  as  to  general  inconvenience  cannot 
apply  to  such  a  case ;  and  the  commentary  of  Lord  Coke 
on  that  clause  is,  at  the  present  day,  absolutely  absurd. 
The  only  question  is,  on  what  terms  the  grant  is  made ; 
the  Court  cannot  superadd  any  condition: — and  good 
reason  may  be  assigned  why  the  statute  should  impose  no 
condition  of  utility.  Wherever  a  thing  be  new  or  not  is  a 
pure  question  of  fact;  but  whether  it  be  useful  or  not, 
with  reference  to  previously  existing  things  of  the  same 
kind,  it  a  question  of  opinion,  and  a  question  admitting  of 
all  possible  shades  and  degrees  of  difference.  Here,  for 
instance,  it  may  be  that  this  engine  consumes  so  much 
more  fuel  than  others  of  a  different  construction,  that  it 
is  not  therefore  worth  while  to  use  it,  although  it  may  be 
abstractedly  a  certain  improvement  in  the  construction  of 
steam  engines.  [Alderson,  B. — The  Attorney^  General  puts 
it  thus  : — ^if  the  invention  be  useless,  its  being  a  monopoly 
makes  it  mischievous,  inasmuch  as  it  prevents  other  persons 
from  adding  to  it,  so  as  to  make  a  useful  combina- 
tion.] It  might  be  for  a  jury  to  say  whether,  in  such  a 
case^  the  additipn  did  not  make  it  the  invention  of  the 
supposed  pirate.  When  a  party  obtains  a  patent,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  Crown  has  looked  at  the  invention, 
and  found  it  a  fit  subject  for  a  patent :  if  by  matter  ex  post 
facto  it  appears  that  it  stands  in  the  way  of  a  greater  im- 
provement, that  may  be  ground  of  repeal;  but  usefulness 

(fl)  10  B.  &  Cr.  28. 
oo2 


556  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exck,  of  Pleas,  is  not  made  a  condition  of  the  grant,  either  by  the  statute  or 
in  the  letters  patent  themselves.  The  public  are  not  bound 
to  adopt  that  part  of  the  invention  which  is  useless;  l^ul  they 
are  not  entitled  to  reject  that  part,  and  at  the  same  ti^ae  to 
use  the  other  as  they  please.  But,  at  all  events,  the  whole 
subject  of  the  patent  ought  to  be  shewn  to  be  useless^  in 
order  to  avoid  the  grant.  The  infringer  is  bound  to  shew 
that  the  inventor  has  done  the  public  no  good.  On  prin- 
ciple, therefore,  this  point  would  appear  to  be  against  the 
defendants.  But  it  is  said  the  authorities,  at  least  those  an- 
tecedent to  Lewis  V.  MarUngf  are  in  their  favour.  Although, 
however,  it  has  been  usual  for  judges  to  put  the  ques- 
tion of  utility  to  the  jury,  there  is  no  case  which  has  de- 
cided that  a  defendant  can  avail  himself  of  the  non-utiKty 
of  the  invention  as  a  distinct  ground  of  defence.  Manion 
V.  Parker  is  the  only  case  which  bears  the  semblance  of 
being  an  authority  to  that  e£fect.  But  there  the  word 
useful  \\9\n\y  meant,  useful  for  the  particular  purpose  for 
which  the  patent  was  taken  out :  the  case  is  certainly  no 
authority  that  the  plea  of  no  improvement  is  a  defence. 
The  same  observation  applies  to  Haworth  v.  Hardcasile, 
Boulton  V.  Bull,  and  to  the  other  cases  cited  from  Davies. 
In  Hill  V.  Thompson,  as  appears  by  the  report  of  the  caae 
at  law,  the  question  of  usefulness  was  not  in  fact  left  to  the 
jury.  Huddart  v.  Grimshaw  was  determined  on  the  ques* 
tion  of  novelty.  On  the  other  hand,  the  authority  of  Lord 
TenterdenBXidi  Parke,  J.,  in  Lewis  v.  Marling,  ip  directly  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

In  the  present  term,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Parke,  B. — [After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  Lordahip 
proceeded].-^The  first  question  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  fifth  plea  ought  to  be 
set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintifi",  pursuant 
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to  the  leave  reserved  by  my  Brother  Alderson.     Unless  E'c*.  <f  P^^at* 
this  question  should  be  disposed  of  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
(iff,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  plain- 
trfTbe  entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the 
third  and  sixth  pleas ;  for  if  the  verdict  on  the  fifth  plea 
were  to  remain  undisturbed,  that  would  be  an  answer  to 
the  actibn.     The  course  which  was  taken  with  respect  to 
tft!st>lea  on  the  trial,  was  to  ascertain  the  facts,  upon  which 
the  l^med  judge  gave  his  opinion  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
damf,  but  at  the  same  time  reserved  liberty  to  the  plaintiflp* 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  his  favour,  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  facts  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the 
jury;  that  i$,  that  they  were  such,  that  the  jury  might 
infer -from  them  that  there  had  been  no  use  or  publication 
ttf  the  invention,  so  as  to  destroy  the  novelty  of  the  patent. 
The  evidence  was,  that  before  the  date  of  the  patent 
(which  was  the  2nd  of  July,  18^),  Curtis,  an  engineer, 
made  for  Morgan  two  pair  of  wheels  upon  the  principle 
liienlioned  in  the  patent,  at  his  own  factory;  Galloway, 
the  patentee,  gave  the  instructions  to  Curtis  under  an  in- 
junction of  secrecy,  because  he  was  about  to  take  out  a 
patent*    The  wheels  were  completed  and  put  together  at 
Curtis's  factory,  but  not  shewn  or  exposed  to  the  view  of 
those  who  might  happen  to  come  there :  after  remaining  a 
short  time,  the  wheels  were  taken  to  pieces,  packed  up  in 
cases,  and  shipped  in  the  month  of  April  on  board  a  ves- 
sel in  the  Thames,  and  sent  for  the  use  of  the  Venice  and 
Trieste  Company,  of  which  Morgan  was  managing  di« 
rector,  and  which  carried  on  its  transactions  abroad,  but 
had  shareholders  in  England.    Curtis  deposed  that  **  they 
were  sold  to  the  company/*  without  saying  by  whom,  which 
may  mean  that  they  were  sold  by  Curtis  to  Morgan  for  the 
company ;  and  Morgan  paid  Curtis  for  them.  Morgan  and 
Galloway  employed  an  attorney,  who  entered  a  caveat 
against  any  patent  on  the  2nd  of  March,  and  afterwards 
solicited  the  patent  in  question,  which  was  granted  to  Gal- 
loway and  assigned  to  Morgan.     Upon  these  facts,  the 
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Exeh,  of  PUat,  question  for  us  to  decide  is,  whether  the  jury  must  baye 
necessarily  found  for  the  defendant,  or  whether  they  might 
have  found  that  this  invention,  at  the  date  of  the  letters 
patent,  was  new  in  the  legal  sense  of  that  word«  The  words 
of  the  statute  are,  that  '*  grants  are  to  he  good  of  the  asle 
working  or  making  of  any  manner  of  new  manufiaeimref  to 
the  first  and  true  inventor  or  inventors  of  such  manufac- 
tures, which  others  at  the  time  of  the  making  such  grants 
did  not  use;'*  and  the  proviso  in  the  patent  in  questioo, 
founded  on  the  statute,  is,  that  if  the  invention  be  not  s 
n6w  invention  as  to  the  public  use  and  eaerdse  thereof  in 
England,  the  patent  should  be  void.  The  word  **  manu- 
facture" in  the  statute  must  be  construed  in  one  of  two 
ways :  it  may  mean  the  machine  when  completed,  .or  the 
mode  of  constructing  the  machine.  If  it  mean  the  former, 
undoubtedly  there  has  been  no  use  of  the  machine,  as  a 
machine,  in  England,  either  by  the  patentee  himaelO  or 
any  other  person,  nor  indeed  any  use  of  the  madune  in  a 
foreign  country  before  the  date  of  the  patent.  If  the  term 
"  manufacture"  be  construed  to  be  *'  the  mode  of  construct- 
ing the  machine,^'  there  has  been  no  use  or  exercise  of  it  in 
England,  in  any  sense  which  can  be  called  "  public.'*  The 
wheels  were  constructed  under  the  direction  of  the  inven- 
tor, by  an  engineer  and  his  servants,  with  an  injunction  of 
secrecy,  on  the  express  ground  that  the  inventor  iivas 
about  to  take  out  a  patent,  and  that  injunction  was  ob- 
served :  and  this  makes  the  case,  so  far,  the  same  as  if 
they  had  been  constructed  by  the  inventor's  own  hands,  in 
his  own  private  workshop,  and  no  third  person  had  seen 
them  whilst  in  progress.  The  operation  was  disclosed,  in- 
deed, to  Morgan,  the  plaintiff,  but  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  Morgan  at  that  time  was  connected  with  the  in- 
ventor, and  designing  to  take  a  share  of  the  patent.  A  dis- 
closure of  the  nature  of  the  invention  to  such  a  person, 
under  such  circumstances,  must  surely  be  deemed  private 
and  confidential.  The  only  remaining  circumstance  is,  that 
Morgan  paid  for  the  machines  with  the  privity  of  Gal- 
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loway,  on  behalf  of  the  Venice  and  Trieste  Steam  Com-  ^eh.  of  PUat, 

1837. 
pany,  of  which  he  was  the  managing  director ;  but  there 


I  no  proof  that  he  paid  more  than  the  price  of  the  ma- 
chines, as  for  ordinary  work  of  that  description  ;  and  the 
jury  would  also  be  well  warranted  in  finding  that  he  did  so 
With  the  intention  that  the  machine  should  be  used  abroad 
o^djff  by  this  company,  which,  as  it  carried  on  its  trans- 
actions in  a  foreign  country,  may  be  considered  as  a  foreign 
company  ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  solitary  trana- 
actioo,  without  any  gain  being  proved  to  be  derived  thereby 
to  the  patentee  or  to  the  plaintiff^  be  a  use  or  exercise  in 
England,  of  the  mode  of  construction,  in  any  sense  which 
can  be  deemed  a  use  by  others,  or  a  public  use,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  and  the  patent.  We  think  not. 
It  must  be  admitted  that  if  the  patentee  himself  had  before 
hia.  patent  constructed  machines  for  sale,  as  an  article  of 
commerce,  for  gain  to  himself,  and  been  in  the  practice  of 
selling  them  publicly,  that  is,  to  any  one  of  the  public  who 
would  buy,  the  invention  would  not  be  neu>  at  the  date  of 
the  patent.  This  was  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Wood  v. 
Zimmer  (a),  and  appears  to  be  founded  on  reason:  for  if  the 
inventor  could  sell  his  invention,  keeping  the  secret  to 
himself,  and,  when  it  was  likely  to  be  discovered  by  another, 
take  out  a  patent,  he  might  have,  practically,  a  monopoly 
for  a  much  longer  period  than  fourteen  years.  Nor  are 
we  prepared  to  say,  that  if  such  a  sale  was  of  articles  that 
were  only  fit  for  a  foreign  market,  or  to  be  used  abroad,  it 
would  make  any  difference  ;  nor  that  a  single  instance  of 
such  a  sale,  as  an  article  of  commerce,  to  any  one  who 
chose  to  buy,  might  not  be  deemed  the  commencement  of 
such  a  practice,  and  the  public  use  of  the  invention,  so  as 
to  defeat  the  patent.  But  we  do  not  think  that  the  patent 
is  vacated  on  the  ground  of  the  want  of  novelty  and  the 
previous  pubUc  use  or  exercise  of  it,  by  a  single  instance 
of  a  transaction  such  as  this,  between  parties  connected  as 
Galloway  and  the  plaintiff*  are,  which  is  not  like  the  case 

(fl)Holt,N.P.C.68. 
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^K^L/'^^^*  c^f  a  «ale  to  any  individual  of  the  public  who  might  wish 
c^;:^;::^^  to  boy  ;  in  which  it  does  not  appear  that  the  patentee  has 
MORGAN  ^clli  the  article,  or  is  to  derive  any  profit  from  the  oon- 
SsA^t^  strucdon  of  his  machine,  nor  that  Morgan  himself  is ;  and 
in  which  the  pecuniary  payment  may  be  referred  merely  to 
an  ordinary  compensation  for  the  labour  and  skil}  of  the 
ehgineet^ actually  employed  in  constructing  the  machine; 
and  the  transaction  might,  upon  the  evidence,  be  no  more 
)n  efibct,than  that  Galloway's  own  servants  had  made  the 
'%he^1s,  that  Morgan  had  paid  them  for  their  labour^  and 
afterwards  sent  them  to  be  used  by  his  own  eo^partnere 
abroad.  To  hold  this  to  be  what  is  usually  called  a  pub* 
fibation  of  the  invention  in  England,  would  be  to  defeat  a 
patent  by  much  slighter  circumstances  than  have  yet  i>een 
permitted  to  have  that  effect.  We  therefore  think,  that  as 
the  jury  might,  consistently  with  the  evidence,  hare  found 
this  issue  for  the  plaintiff,  the  verdict  ought,  pursuant  to 
the  leave  reserved,  to  be  entered  on  that  issue  for  him« 

The  next  question  is,  whether- the  plaintiff  be  en- 
titled to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  or  a  repleader, 
upon  the  finding  on  the  issues  on  the  3rd  and  6th  pleas. 
The  questions  involved  in  these  two  issues  are  difierent. 
I  propose  to  consider  first,  that  on  the  3rd  >  plea.  The 
suggestion  in  the  letters  patent  is,  that  Galloway  had  in- 
vented certain  improvements  in  steam-engines,  and  in 
machinery  for  propelling  vessels,  which  improvements 
were  applicable  to  other  purposes;  and  the  patent  is 
granted  for  the  invention  of  those  improvements.  But 
unless  the  specification  be  referred  to,  to  explain  the  title 
of  the  patent,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  invention  claimed 
is  of  improvements  in  steam  engines,  as  connected  with 
other  machinery,  only,  or  of  improvements  in  steam-engines 
'  for  whatever  purpose  they  may  be  employed.  Upon 
reference  to  the  specification,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  claim  is  of  the  latter  description;  but  that  instrument 
is  not  stated  in  the  record,  and  upon  what  appears 
on  the  record,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  patentee 
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does  claim  an  improvement  in  steam-engines,  unconnected  ^ck,  0/  PUat, 

with  the  machinery.     And  if  he  does  not,  the  plea  would  - 

probably  have  been  bad  on  demurrer,  as  it  is  uncertain       Mo&ofN 

whether  it  does  not  deny  the  invention  to  be  an  improve*-      Seaward. 

ment  in  steam-engines,  unconnected  with  the  machinery. 

But  after  verdict,  this  objection  is  removed :  for  it  is  a  rule 

that  if  an  i:3sue  could  have  been  material,  the  Courts  after 

verdict,  ought  to. intend  it  to  be  so;  Kempe  v.  Crew9{a); 

and  as  the  plaintiff  did  not  demur,  it  must  be  taken  that 

he  admits  that  the  plea  is  to  be  understood  as  denying  the 

invention  to  be  an  improvement  in  steam-engines,  in  that 

sense  in  which  it  is  used  in  the  patent  itself:  and  the  jury 

must  be  intended  so  to  have  found.      This  brings  me 

to    the  question,  whether    this   patent,   which  suggests 

that  certain  inventions   are  improvementsy  is  avoided  if 

there  be  one  which  is  not  so.    And  upon  the  authorities 

we  feel  obliged  to  bold  that  the  patent  is  void,  upon  the 

ground  of  fraud  on  the  Crown,  without  entering  into  the 

question  whether  the  utility  of  each  and  every  part  of  the 

invention  is  essential  to  a  patent,  where  such  utility  is  not 

suggested  in  the  patent  itself  as  the  ground  of  the  grant* 

That  a  false  suggestion  of  the  grantee  avoids  an  ordinary 

grant  of  lands  or  tenements  from  the  Crown,  is  a  maxim 

of  the  common  law:  and  such  a  grant  is  void, not  against 

the  Crown  merely,  but  in  a  suit  against  ft  third  person ; 

Travell  v.  Carteret  (6),  Alcock  v.  Cooke  (c).     It  is  on  the 

same  principle  that  a  patent  for  two  or  more  inventions, 

when  one  is  not  new,  is  void  altogether,  as  was  held  in 

Hill  V.  Thompson  {d)y  and  Brunton  v.  Hawkes  {e) ;  for  al* 

though  the  statute  invalidates  a  patent  for  want  of  novelty, 

and  consequently  by  force  of  the  statute  the  patent  would 

be  void,  so  far  as  related  to  that  which  was  old,  yet  the 

principle  on  which  the  patent  has  been  held  to  be  void 

altogether,  is,  that  the  consideration  for  the  grant  is  the  no* 

(fl)  1  Lord  Raym.  18?.  (d)  2 Moore,  242;  8TauQt.375. 

(6)  3  Lev.  135.  (e)  4  B.  &  Aid.  642. 

(c)  5Bi]ig.340. 
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&dk  c/  PUoM^  velty  of  all,  and  the  consideration  failing,  or,  in  other  word8» 

^^^^^     the  Crown  being  deceived  in  its  grant,  the  patent  is  void,  and 

ao  action  maintainable  upon  it.     We  cannot  help  seemg 

#9  the  face  of  this  patent,  as  set  out  in  the  record,  that  an 

improvemeni  in  steam  engines  is  suggested  by  the  patentee, 

and  is  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  grant:  and  we  must 

reluctantly  hold,  that  the  patent  is  void,  for  the  falsity  of 

that  suggestion.    In  the  case  of  LewUr.  Marling  (a),  this 

view  of  the  case,  that  the  patent  was  void  for  a  false  sugges- 

tiojqi,  does  not  appear  by  the  report  to  have  been  pressed  on 

the  attention  of  the  Court,  or  been  considered  by  it.    The 

decision  went  upon  the  ground  that  the  brush  was  not  an 

essential  part  of  the  machine,  and  that  want  of  utility  did 

not  vitiate  the  patent ;  and  bendes,  the  improvement  by  the 

introduction  of  the  brush  is  not  recited  in  the  patent  itself 

as  one  of  the  subjects  of  it,  which  may  make  a  difference. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled 

to  our  judgment  on  the  third  issue.    It  is  a  satisfaction  to 

know  that  this  objection  will  not  necessarily^  in  the  f>re» 

sent  state  of  the  law,  destroy  the  patent,  as  the  objection 

is  one  which  will  probably  be  removed  by  the  Attorney* 

General  under  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  8S.    This  view  of  the 

case  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  eflfect  of  the 

finding  on  the  last  issue,  as  amended  by  the  judge's  notes, 

that  part  of  this  invention  is  not  useful,  which  is  a  differ* 

ent  question  from  that  which  we  have  disposed  of.    A 

grant  of  a  monopoly  for  an  invention  which  is  altogether 

useless  may  well  be  considered  as  "  mischievous  to  the 

state,  to  the  hurt  of  the  trade,  or  generally  inconvenient,** 

within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Jac.  1,  which  requires, 

as  a  condition  of  the  grant,  that  it  should  not  be  so,  for 

no  addition  or  improvement  of  such  an  invention  could  be 

made  by  any  one  during  the  continuance  of  the  monopoly, 

without  obliging  the  person  making  use  of  it  to  purchase 

the  useless  invention ;  and  on  a  review  of  the  cases,  it 

may  be  doubted  whether  the  question  of  utility  is  any- 

(a)  10  B.  &  G.  22;  5 M.  &  Ry.  SS. 
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thing  more  than  a  compendious  mode,  introduced  in  com- 
paratively modern  times,  of  deciding  the  question  whether 
the  patent  be  void  under  the  statute  of  monopolies.  And 
we  doijiQt  mean  to  intimate  any  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of 
a  patent  f(kt  aa  entire  machine  or  subject  which  is,  taken 
aUc^getheri  useful)  though  a  part  or  parts  may  be  useless  $ 
alw^ya  :4iippQsiQg  that  such  patent  contains  no  false  sugf^ 
geition:  nor  do  we  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  the  stif- 
fi4ueBcy  of  this  plea  in  point  of  form.  It  may  be  that  the 
proper  form  pf  plea  is  to  use  the  words  of  ;the  statute,  and 
ni9(t]to  plead  the  want  of  utility ;  though  it  would  probably 
be.  to/9  late'  to  take  that  objection  in  the  present  stage. 
The  mlei.thererpre»  must  be  absolute  to  enter  avevdiet 
{(Kr.the.plaintiflTon.the  fifth  plea^aad  discharged  as  to  the 

Rule  accordingly,  > 


Bgeh.  of  Pkatf 

ito7: 


k     AnoRKBT-GcNERAL  t.  Hancock  and  Reads. 

Information  for  legacy  duties.     The  information  0MS.M.b7hit 
stated  that  Samuel  Malbon,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  «■  rearciutet, 

except  hit  mort- 
I  gigesinfee»unto 

W.  V.  and  J.  M.,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  and  upon  the  uses  and  trusts  therein  mentioned,  ^s.  to 
tM  nse'of  W.  U»  and  his  SMlgns  fiur  Ufe,  with  remainder  in  uil  to  his  issue,  with  divers  remainden 
OTer.  And  the  said  S.  M.,  the  testator,  by  his  will  gave  and  devised  ail  the  residue  of  his  personal 
Cf  Hite  (after  payment  of  debts  and  legacies),  as  also  all  such  real  estates  as  he  was  seised  of  as  mort- 
gagee in  Tee,  unto  W.  V.  aqd  W.  M.,  their  heirs,  e^tecutors,  administrators^  and  assigns,  upon  trust, 
to  convert  the  whole  of  the  said  residue  into  money,  and  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same,  as  soon 
a^  convtnienily. might  be,  in  the  purchise  of  real  estate,  to  be  conveyed  to  t&e  said  W.  V.  and 
J.  M.  (the  trustees  of  his  real  estates),  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  and' upon  the  same  uses  and 
traso  a  Wire  thereinbefore  declared  of  and  concerning  his  real  estates.  And  the  tesUtor 
thereby  declared,  that  u^til  such  purchases  were  made,  his  said  ezecutora  should  place  out 
ot  continue  all  the  said  residue  at  intere^tt,  in  the  names  of  his  said  executors,  on  mortgage 
of  real  estate;  or,  if  the  same  should  not  offer,  that  the  residue  should  be  plsded  out  at  interest 
in  the  public  funds,  and  the  interest  and  dividends  were  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  persons  to 
whom  the  rents  and  profit!  of  tlie  real  estate  therewith  to  be  purchased  would  belong  by  virtue 
of  his  will.  The  testator  appointed  the  said  W.  V.  and  W.  M.  bis  executors,  and  died  in 
17^t,  when  they  tooic  upon  themselves  the  execution  of  the  will.  The  residue  amounted  to 
14,(|0Q/«,  and  was  invested  in  mortgage,  in  the  names  of  the  executors,  before  the  year  179S, 
and  before  the  act  of  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52  ;  after  which  W.  V.  died,  and  W.  M.,  who  enjoyed  the  inte- 
rest during  hif  li£B«  became  the  surviving  executor.  W.  M.  died  without  issue  in  1825,  and  ap-> 
pointed  W.  H.  and  G.  R.  his  executors.  The  money  was  never  applied  in  the  purchase  of  real 
eataie;  and  W.  H.  und  6.  R.,  the  executors  under  the  will  of  W.  M.,  on  the  26th  January,  1838, 
paid  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  S.  M.  (the  original  tesutor)  to  J.  If.,  he  being  the 
person  entitled  to  it  under  S.  M.'s  will: — Held,  that  this  was  a  legacy  given  by  the  will  of  a  person 
dying  before  the  5th  of  April,  1805,  and  paid,  satisfied,  or  discharged  after  the  Slst  day  of 
August,  1815,  within  the  meaning  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  and  was  liable  to  the  payment  of 
legacy  duty  under  that  act 
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ATTOhNET' 

Hancock. 


Pfeof^  pf  Mi^yi  1799f  mad?  bis  last  will  Jte*  iniwuting;  asd  ^gned 
hj  jfinif  an4  attested  and  subtciibed  in  bt«  preaance  by 
tbre^.  credible,  witne^aes,  according  to  the  form  of  the  ata- 
tute  in  tbat  case  made  and  proiridedyiand.tberebjriftpp^iftt- 
ed  Dr.  Wm*  Yivjan.  and  ]>r.  Wm,.  Malban^  ^te  md 
tberein  icalled  Dr.  Wro.  Qorsty  exiecutarft<«f  bis  saM/idB: 
and  alsQ  thereby,  amongst  olher.tbingS|.gttve>de)ri8ed»aiid 
bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residu0i(^f  bis  goods  and^cbaf^ 
tela  afid  personal  estate,  from  and  piAer  {layntnC  ofiUs 
just  debtsi  ffin/^riil  and  testamentai^y  ^s^peoseHjr  and  oar- 
taii^  legacies,  and  annuities  in  the  said  will,  patticulairly 
^en^ioned,  as  also  all  sucb  real  estates ^sbe w^sseised  of 
as  mortgagee  in, fee,  unto  bis  said  execu^c^^  Uielr^eirsy 
executors,  administrators,  and  assignf^  uppn  triMttle  tom^ 
vert  the  whole  of  the  said  residue  of  .bii.perMmi^.^Btefte 
into  money,  and  to  lay  put  and  invest,  (be  sao^fss  aoones 
conveniently;  .might  be  in  nne  or  more  .pur^ba^eiifiti  pinv 
chases  of  freehold  landsj  tenements,  qv,  h^^^itxvofoitg^ 
the  said  will  mentioned  and  described^  to  be  copy^jKff^to 
the  said  Wm.  Vivian  and  James  Morrella  th^ir.ii^^ilr^diQd 
assigns,  tOj  for^  and  upon  certain  uses  and  trfptsj  andjsCib* 
ject  to  certain  provisoes  and  powers^  in  the  s^  wSlpttftl* 
cularly  mentioned :  and  the  said  testator  tbereb^y/dlreeted 
(hat  until  such  purchases  were  made  bis  said  ^^emtoin 
should  place  out  or  continue  all  the  said  residue  ot  hfa 
personal  estate  atinterest,  in  tbe  names  of  the  «aid  exto»* 
tors,  on  mortgage  of  real  estatie,  or,  if  the  sane  isbouU 
pot  offer,  that  the  said  residue  shonld  be  pUfled  ontiaft  in- 
terest in  the  public  funds,  and  that  tbe  clear  year^'isieiu 
est  thereof  should  from  time  to  time  be  paid  toAoid  xe- 
ceiyed  by  sucb  person  or  persons  to..vb<mi>be  tvaAtajand 
profits  of  the  real  estate  therewith  to  be  piupcfaased  would 
for  the  time  being  belong  by  virtue  of  his  si|id  wiil-:  that 
(he  said  testator  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  S(Hb  vC  Aprils 
1791,  died  without  revoking  or  altering  bf^  aaid  will  as  to 
the  said  bequests,  or  as  to  the  said  appojntment  iPf  exe- 
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Atjorxi;t* 
Geni^ral 

Hancock. 


cutorB;'*8iid  that  the  g$AA  Wrt.  Vivian  and  Wtit.  Malbon  Exck' ^^Pieiu, 
afterwvrds^i  and  after  the  deatii  of  the  said  Samuel  Mdl- 
boB.^td  yntf  oil  the  4tb  ^f  May,  1791,  t6ok  upon  tfaem- 
sdfe^^^fhe  burthen  '^f  the  e)te<kutk>n  of 'the  said  will ;  and 
thitf  «ft^wardto^  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  oF  January,' 182^5,  the 
saidWitt;  ¥lvilni  died>'  leaving  the  said  Wtn.  Malbon  him 
suwiWng;  knd 'that  aflerwurdy^  and  tfft^r  the  death  of  the 
said'Win.  Viv<bni  to  wrt,on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said; tlib  said  Wm.  Malbon  made  his  lasfwitl  and  testa- 
ment ^inwritinfi  and  thereby  afp^oihtedWm.  Hancock  and 
GMVgB'Reade^x^titorB  thereof;  and  that  the  said  Wm.' 
Mailbott -afterwards,  and  after  the  making  of  his  said  last 
wiR  and  testament,  to  wit,  on  the  1 1th  of  December,  1S26, 
dIM  '#i(hli6tit"r<$v6kihg  or  altering  his  said  witl  as  to  the 
aaid  ffpf»<Anf tniant  of  executoi*8 ;  and  that  afterwards,  and 
aftav  the  death  of  the  said  'Wm.  Malbon,  .to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  knit  afbresaid,  the  'said  Wm.  Hancock  and 
Gedf^'R^adfe  took  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the 
M^mlhtiof  tlile  tak!  'Mils  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon  and 
Wih«^Miilbon  respectively:  that  the  saidWm.  Hancock 
ad4<iebirg€'R^dehaving  takeh  upon  themselves  the  bur- 
thm^f  the  e^^trttbn  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  after  the 
Mst  <yf  August,  1815,  to  wit,  on  theg6th  of  January,  1832, 
tha  said'  residue  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Samuel 
MalbdUi   the  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
pefiaas,  and  the  said  other  legacies  atid  annuities  in  the 
tfaMWiU  ofthe  said  Samuel  Malbon  mentioned, 'having 
baen  Udfor«  then  and  there  paid  and  satisfied,  then  and 
that«'was'of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  amount  of  14,000/.f 
and  ttiat  tlia  same^  at  the  time  of  the  payment  hereinafter 
iMatkffiad,  haid  not  been,  nor  was,  nor  had  been,  or  was 
any^  part  thereof  applied  in   the  ptfrchase  of  any  real 
aatate  whatsoever;  and  that  after  the  said  SIst  of  August^ 
liSl^,  to  WTt,  ah  the  ssid  26th  of  January,  1832,  they 
tbe  said  Wm.  Hancock  and  George  Reade,  having  so 
takto  upon  themsehres  the  burthen  of  such  execution  as 
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E*ek.  fifP!tat,  aforesaid,  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  residue  of  the  said 
personal  estate  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon,  so  being  of 
the  value  aforesaid,  to  one  John  Malbon,  the  said  John 
Malbon  then  and  there  being  entitled  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  said  will  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon  to  the  said  re- 
sidue, without  having  received  or  deducted  the  duty 
chargeable  upon  the  said  residue;  and  that  the  saidJohn 
Malbon  then  and  there  was  a  descendant  of  a  brotheif  of 
the  father  of  the  said  testator,  Samuel  Malbon,  and  that 
the  duty  which,  according  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf 
made  and  provided,  then  and  there  was  chargeable,  and 
should  and  ought  to  have  been  paid,  for  and  in  respect  of 
the  said  residue  so  being  of  the  amount  aforesaid,  then 
and  there  amounted  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  tbe 
sum  of  560L,  which  said  duty  is  still  wholly  d«e  and  un- 
paid to  his  said.  Majesty,  whereby,  &c. 

Plea. — That  the  said  Samuel  Malbon,  by  his  said  will 
by  him  made  and  executed  as  in  the  said  inftyrmatbn 
mentioned,  gave  and  devised  all  his  estates  in  Cheshire  and 
Staffordshire,  and  all  other  his  real  estate  except  mortgages 
in  feC)  unto  the  said  Dr.  William  Vivian  and  one  Aunes 
Morrell,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  and  upon  th«  several 
uses  and  trusts,  and  for  the  intents  and  purposes  tbefiin* 
after  mentioned,  viz.  to  the  use  of  Dr.  William  GorSt  ^and 
his  assigns  for  and  during  the  term  of  his  natural  tife»  on 
condition  that  he  should  take  and  use  the  surnasM  and 
arms  of  Malbon^  and  from  and  after  the  determination  of 
that  estate,  then  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Vivian  and 
James  Morrell  and  their  heirs  during  the  life  of  the  said 
William  Gorst,  in  trust  to  support  contingent  remainders, 
and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  the  said  William  Gorst^ 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  every  other  the.  son  and  sons  of 
the  body  of  the  said  William  Gorst  lawfully  begotten  or 
to  be  begotten,  severally,  successively,  and  in  remainder, 
one  after  another,  as  they  and  every  of  them  should  be  in 
seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth,  and  the  several  and 
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respective  heirs  male  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  aH  and  Bsnk.  g^^««> 
every  such  son  and  sons  lawfully  issuing;  and  for  defanb 
of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  Ralph  Malbon  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  issue  in  tail ;  and  for  default  of  such  issue/ 
to  the  use  of  Samuel  Malbon  for  life,  with  remainder  16 
his  issue  in  tail ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  with  the- 
ultimate  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  own  right  heirs.    The 
plea  then  set  forth  a  proviso  that  if  the  said  W«  Gorst  oi^ 
his  bsue  should  refuse  or  neglect  to  take  and  use  the  name 
and  arms  of  Malbon,  the  uses  and  estates  devised  to  them 
should  go  over  to  the  persons  in  remainder.    It  then- 
stated  that  the  said  Samuel  Malbon  in  and  by  his  said, 
will,  after  thereby  giving  and  bequeathing  divera  pecuniary- 
legacies  and  annuities  therein  mentioned,  gave,  devised^ 
and  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  his  said  goods,- 
chattels^  and  personal  estate  (from  and  after  payment  of 
his  just  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the 
aatd  legacies  and  annuities),  as  also  such  real  estates  as  he ' 
the  said  Samuel  Malbon  was  seised  of  as  a  mortgagee  in  fee, 
unto  the  said  Dr.  William  Vivian  and  Dr«  William  Govst, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon 
trust  to  convert  the  whole  of  the  said  residue  of  his  pex^* 
sonal  estate  into  money,  and  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same 
as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  in  one  or  more  purchase  > 
or  purchases  of  freehold  lands,  tenements,  or  heredita<^ 
ments  in  Cheshire  or  Stitffordshire,  as  near  as  they  could 
to  Congleton,  to  be  conveyed  to  the  said  WilUaiti  Vivian 
and  James  Morrell,  their  heirs  and  asMgns,  to,  for,  and 
upon  the  same  uses  and  trusts,  and .  subject  to  the  same  ^ 
provisoes  and  powers  as  were  thereinbefore  mentioned  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  said  estates  thereinbefove 
devised  to  them,  or  as  near  thereto  as  might  be,  and  the 
deaths  of  persons  and  other  contingencies  would  admit  at 
the  time  when  such  purchases  should  be  made;  and  it 
was  declared  that  it  was  his  the  said  Samuel  Malbon's 
will  and  desire  that  his  said  executors  should  and  might 


568 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 


Attorney- 
Gbnsral 

V. 

Hamcocx. 


•^«?*-  ^.f^^^*  in  the  meantimei  and  until  such  purchase  or  purchases 
v^-^^^J..^     Qould  be  made,  put  and  place  or  continue  all  and  every 
part  of  his  said  personal  estate  out  at  interest  in  their 
names  on  mortgage  or  mortgages  of  real  estates,  or,  if 
the  same  should  not  offer,  in  the  public  funds,  with  power 
from  time  to  time  to  call  in  and  receive  the  monies  so 
put  or  placed  out,  or  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  monies 
in  the  funds,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  again  to  put  out, 
place,  or  invest  the  same  monies  or  any  part  thereof,  in 
the  manner  aforesaid,  as  often  as  there  should  be  occa- 
sion and  they  should  think  fit,  subject  to  the  trusts  afore* 
said;  and  the   said   Samuel  Malbon,  by  his  said   will, 
directed  that  in  the  mean  time,  and  until  the  residue  of 
his  personal  estate  should  be  laid  out  in  such  purchase  or 
purchases,  the  clear  yearly  interest  or  produce  that  should 
be  made  thereof  should  from  time  to  time  be  paid  to  and 
received  by  such  person  and  persons,  and  for  such  uses 
and  purposes  as  and  to  whom  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
estate  and  estates  therewith  to  be  purchased  as  aforesaid, 
if  purchased,  would  for  the  time  being  belong  by  virtue  of 
that  his  will ;  and  the  said  Samuel  Malbon,  the  said  testa- 
tor, by  his  said  will,  nominated  and  appointed  the  said 
Drs.  William  Vivian  and  William  Gorst  executors  of  his 
said  will  as  aforesaid.    And  the  said  William  Hancock  and 
George  Reade  fiirther  say,  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
making  and  passing  of  a  certain  statute  made  and  passed 
in  the  36th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord 
King  George  the  Third,  intituled  '<  An  act  for  regulating 
certain  duties  on  legacies  and  shares  of  personal  estates, 
and  for  granting  other  duties  thereon  in  certain  cases,'*  to 
wit,  on  the  3rd  day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 791 , 
the  said  Samuel  Malbon,  the  said  testator,  died,  as  in  the 
said  information  mentioned,  without  revoking  or  altering 
his  said  will  as  to  the  devises  and  bequests  in  this  plea 
stated  and  set  forth,  or  as  to  any  of  them,  or  as  to  the  said 
appointment  of  executors ;  and  the  said  W.  Vivian  and  W. 
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Malbon,  the  said  W.  Malbon  bemg  one  and  the  same  pcv-  An^y  Mn, 
son  as  the  said  William  Gorst  mentioned  in  the  lasl^tdm-  -  ^  '  ' 
tioned  will,  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  -At^mt- 
Samuel  Malbon,  to  wit,  on  theCth  day  of  May,  1791,  took 
upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the  execution  of  tbe 
said  will;  and  the  said  William  Hancock  and  Ge^rgt 
Reade  further  say,  that  the  said  William  Malbon,  being 
interested  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  of  thie 
said  Samuel  Malbon  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  residue  df 
the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon  fofi  his  the 
said  William  Malbon's  own  use  and  benefit,  and-  od  his 
account,  and  the  said  William  Vivian  at  the  request  and 
for  the  use  and  benefit,  and  on  the  account  of  the  'SsM 
William  Malbon,  afterwards  and  before  thed'l9t  of  Acigiiski 
1815,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  of  August,  179S,  according' fb 
the  last-mentioned  will  in  that  behalf,  put  and  placed 
out  at  interest  in  their  naimes  on  mortgage  of  real  estate 
a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  700(ML,  parcel  of 
such  residue  as  last  aforesaid,  by  then  lending  and  ad- 
vancing the  same  to  one  T.  L.  B.,  to  wit,  on  mortgft^  of 
certain  lands,  tenements,  real  estates  and  premises  with 
the  appurtenances,  situate  and  being  in  the  county  of 
Chester,  which  were  heretofore,  and  before  the  said  Slst 
of  August,  1815,  bargained,  sold,  released)  conveyed,  and 
mortgaged  to  the  said  William  Malbon  and  William  Vivian 
and  their  heirs,  as  thereinafter  mentioned. 

The  plea  then  set  forth  a  mortgage  in  fee  by  lease  and 
release  by  T.  L.  B.,  whereby  he  conveyed  certain  r6al 
estates  to  Vivian  and  Malbon  in  fee,  with  a  proviso  for  re- 
conveyance on  payment  of  7000/.  and  interest.  And  the 
plea  also  stated  a  subsequent  deed,  dated  March  19,  lt98, 
whereby  the  said  T.  L.  B.  made  a  further  charge  on  bis 
same  estate  of  the  further  sum  of  7000/.  And  it  averred 
that  the  said  two  sums  together  amounted  to  14,000/.,  and 
were  the  said  residue  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  m- 
formation  mentioned  of  the  personal  estate  therein  men- 
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And  the  said  W.  Hancock  and  G.  Reade  further 
say,  that  after  lending  and  advancing  the  said  sums  of 
money  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1797, 
the  said  W.  Vivian  died,  leaving  the  said  W.  Malbon  then 
surviving;  and  that,  as  well  before  as  after  the  death  of  the 
said  W.  Vivian  and  before  the  said  31st  of  August,  1815, 
the  said  W.  Malbon  being  by  virtue  of  the  said  will  in  that 
behalf  entitled  thereto  for  bis  own  sole  and  individual  ase 
and  benefit,  to  wit,  on  the  ISth  of  August,  1793,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the 
time  of  his  death,  received  from  the  said  T.  L.  B.  divers 
large  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  9,200/.,  as  and  for,  and  which  were  interest,  and 
were  paid  to  him  by  the  said  T.  L.  B.,  as  and  for  interest 
on  the  said  several  sums  of  7000/.  each  so  lent  as  aforesaid  : 
and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  W. 
Vivian,  to  wit,  on  the  day  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the 
said  W.  Malbon  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  and  thereby  appointed  the  defendants  executors 
thereof;  and  that  the  said  W.  M.  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
1 1th  of  December,  1826,  died,  without  revoking  his  will 
as  to  the  said  appointment  of  executors ;  and  that  after- 
wards, and  after  the  death  of  the  said  W.  M.,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  the  defendants  took  upon  themselves  the  execution  of 
the  said  wills  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon  and  W.  Malbon 
respectively,  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned.  And  the 
said  W.  Hancock  and  G.  Reade  further  say,  that  by  the 
said  putting  and  placing  of  the  said  sums  of  7000/.  out  at 
interest  as  aforesaid,  and  lending  and  advancing  the  same 
respectively  as  aforesaid,  and  the  receipt  and  payment  as 
aforesaid  of  such  interest  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the 
will  of  the  said  S.  Malbon  in  that  behalf,  the  said  sums  of 
70002.  became  and  were  appropriated,  satisfied,  and  dis- 
charged before  the  31  st  of  August,  1815.  And  the  said 
defendants  further  say,  that  for  the  use  and  benefit,  and 
at  the  request  and  on  the  account  of  the  said  John  Mai* 
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bon,  they  received  the  said  sums  of  money  which  were  so  ^f^-  ofPkn, 
lent  and  advanced  upon  mortgage  as  aforesaid,  being  the 
said  residue  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  of  the  said 
personal  estate  of  the  said  Samuel  Malbon,  and  paid  and 
satisfied  the  same  to  the  said  John  Malbon,  being  entitled 
as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  being  also  such 
descendant  as  therein  mentioned.    Verification, 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  following  were  the  points  marked  for  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  Crown. — The  AtiarneyGenertd  claims 
the  payment  of  duty  under  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  schedule 
parts,  title  '*  Legacy ;"  4i  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  s.  12;  86  Geo.  8, 
c.  52,  s.  19 ;  and  intends  to  argue  that  the  facts  disclosed 
in  the  defendant's  plea  do  not  shew  that  the  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  of  Samuel  Malbon,  the  testator,  was 
paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or  discharged  before 
the  31st  of  August,  1815;  because,  first,  the  said  residue 
remained  under  the  control  of  the  executors,  and  they 
were  responsible  in  respect  of  the  same  until  after  the  last- 
mentioned  day:  secondly,  it  remained  a  matter  of  uncer- 
tainty, until  after  the  death  of  William  Malbon,  who  would 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  bequest  of  the  residue. 
Thirdly,  it  is  admitted  by  the  plea  that  the  defendants 
took  upon  themselves  the  burthen  of  the  execution  of  the 
will  of  Samuel  Malbon,  which  they  could  not  have  done  if 
all  his  assets  had  been  previously  administered. 

The  defendant's  points  were,  that  personal  estate  di- 
rected to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land  was  in  no 
manner  subject  to  payment  of  legacy  duty  until  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act  of  36  Geo.  3,  c.  52 ;  and  therefore,  the  tes- 
tator having  died  five  years  before  the  passing  of  that  act| 
that  the  legacy  duty  imposed  by  that  statute  did  not  at  his 
death  attach  on  his  personal  estate,  nor  can  acts  subse- 
quently passed  alter  the  then  existing  law,  such  acts  being 
acts  imposing  penalties,  and  therefore  not  to  be  construed 
retrospectively.    Also,  that  the  testator's  estate  having 
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Exeh,  of  Pieatt  been  laid  out  on  mortgage,  pursuant  to  the  trusts  of  tbe 
testator's  will,  and  tbe  amount  got  in  and  ascertained,  and 
invested  on  mortgage,  under  the  powers  of  the  will,  in 
1795,  the  personal  estate  was  appropriated  before  the  81st 
of  August,  1815,  and  consequently  the  duty  imposed  by 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  does  liot  attach. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  the  Crown. — The  question 
is,  whether,  upon  the  construction  of  the  acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, this  was  a  legacy  paid,  satisfied,  appropriated,  and 
discharged  previously  to  the  31st  of  August,  1815.  The 
act  of  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  after  repealing  all  prior  duties, 
imposes  the  duties  mentioned  in  the  schedule  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms : — ''  Legacies  and  successions  to  personal 
estate  upon  intestacy.'*  This  duty  is  imposed  **  when  the 
testator  or  intestate  died  before  or  upon  tbe  5th  April, 
1805.  For  every  legacy,  specific  or  pecuniary,  or  of  any 
other  description,  of  the  amount  or  value  of  9QL  or  up- 
wards, given  by  any  will,  &c.,  of  any  person  who  died 
before  or  upon  the  5th  April,  1805,  out  of  his  or  her  per- 
sonal or  moveable  estate,  and  which  shall  be  paid,  deli- 
vered, retained,  satisfied,  or  discharged  after  the  31st 
August,  1815;  also  for  the  clear  residue  (when  devolving 
to  one  person),  and  for  every  share  of  the  clear  residue 
(when  devolving  to  two  or  more)  of  the  personal  estate  of 
any  person  who  died  before  or  on  the  5th  April,  1805,** 
*'  whether  the  title  to  such  residue,  or  any  share  thereof, 
shall  accrue  by  virtue  of  any  temporary  disposition,  or 
upon  a  partial  or  total  intestacy,  where  such  residue,  &c. 
shall  be  of  the  value  of  9QL  or  upwards,  when  the  same 
shall  be  paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or  discharged 
after  the  31st  of  August,  1815,**  a  duty  of  so  much  per 
cent.,  according  to  the  degree  of  relationship.  It  is  clear 
that  the  testator  died  before  the  5th  of  April,  1805 ;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  clear  residue  devolving 
to  a  person  by  virtue  of  a  testamentary  disposition  **  paid. 
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delivered,  retained^  satisfied,  or  discharged  after  the  Slst  Sxch.  of  PUat, 
of  August,  1815."    It  will  be  necessary,  in  order  to  make     ^         '  ^ 
this  matter  clear,  to  call  attention  to  the  different  acts  of    Attornbt- 
Parliament  imposing  legacy  duties.     The  first  act  was  the  «. 

9Xi  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  which  imposed  on  every  piece  of  paper 
or  parchment  on  which  any  receipt  for  any  legacy  should 
be  given,  a  duty  of  2s.  6d.  The  next  statute  was  the 
SS  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  which  enacted  that,  from  and  after  the 
1st  of  August,  1783,  there  should  be  levied,  collected, 
and  paid  the  several  stamp  duties  fallowing ;  viz. — For 
every  skin  of  parchment,  or  sheet  or  piece  of  paper,  upon 
which  shall  be  engrossed,  written,  or  printed  any  receipt, 
&c.  for  any  legacy  left  by  any  will,  &c.,  or  for  any  share 
of  personal  estate  divided  by  force  of  the  statute  of  dis- 
tributions, &c«,  the  amount  whereof  shall  not  exceed  the 
value  of  SO/.,  an  additional  stamp  of  5s.;  and  where  the 
amount  shall  be  of  the  value  of  100/.,  an  additional  stamp 
duty  of  S0«.,  and  alike  additional  stamp  duty  upon  every 
further  sum  of  100/."  Then  came  the  29  Geo.  8,  c.5I, 
which  imposed  an  additional  stamp  duty  in  the  same  way, 
upon  the  receipt.  But  it  was  found  that  parties  evaded 
any  payment  of  legacy  duty  at  all,  by  not  taking  receipts  ; 
and  it  was  thought  that  the  only  way  to  prevent  this 
would  be,  to  have  the  duty  imposed,  not  on  the  receipt,  but 
on  the  legacy  itself.  With  that  object  the  36  Geo.  8, 
c.  5^  was  passed ;  which,  for  mtiny  purposes,  is  still  the 
statute  regulating  the  payment  of  legacy  duty.  That  sta- 
tute enacts,  in  th^  first  clause,  that  the  several  duties  by 
the  said' several  acts  imposed  on  receipts  fur  legacies,  and 
for  shares  of  residue  upon  which  any  duty  should  be  im- 
posed by  tliat  act,  should  cease  and  be  no  longer  paid,  and 
aomuoh  of  those  acts  as  related  to  such  duties  so  repealed 
should  be  repealed.  It  did  not  enact  that  all  the  former 
duties  should  cease  as  to  all  legacies,  but  only  as  to  such  as 
could  not  be  rendered  liable  to  the  payment  of  duty  .by 
that  act*    The  ^d  section  enacts,  "  That  upon  every 
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Ejtck.  of  Pleat,  legacy  specific  or  pecuniary,  or  of  any  other  descriptioD, 
of  the  amount  or  value  of  ^0/.  or  more,  given  by  any  wiU 
or  testamentary  instrument  of  any  person  who  shall  die 
after  the  passing  of  this  act,  out  of  the  personal  estate  of 
the  person  so  dying;  and  also  upon  the  clear  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  of  every  person  who  shall  so  die,  whe- 
ther testate  or  intestate,  and  leave  personal  estate  of  the 
clear  yearly  value  of  100/.  or  upwards,  which  shall  remain 
after  deducting  debts,  Aineralexpences,  and  other  charges, 
and  specific  and  pecuniary  legacies  (if  any),  whether  the 
title  to  such  residue  or  any  part  thereof  shall  accrue  upon 
any  testamentary  disposition,    or  upon   intestacy,  there 
shall  be  raised,  levied,  collected,  and  paid  unto  and  for 
the  use  of  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,'"  cer- 
tain duties  therein  mentioned*    The  effect  of  that  clause 
was,  to  impose  a  duty  upon  the  legacy  in  case  of  parties 
so  dying  after  that  act,  and  to  modify  the  amount  of  duty. 
Then  the  19th  section  of  that  act  is  important.   It  enacts, 
'*  That  any  sum  of  money  or  personal  estate  directed  to 
be  applied  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  shall  be  charged 
with  and  pay  duty  as  personal  estate,  unless  the  same 
shall  be  so  given  as  to  be  enjoyed  by  different  persons  in 
succession ;  and  then  each  person  entitled  thereto  in  suc- 
cession shall  pay  duty  for  the  same,  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  the  same  had  not  been  directed  to  be  applied  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate,  unless  the  same  shall  have  been 
actually  employed  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate  before 
such  duty  accrued ;  but  no  duty  shall  accrue  in  respect 
thereof  after  the  same  shall  have  been  actually  employed 
in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  for  so  much  thereof  as  shall 
be  so  applied :  Provided  nevertheless,  that  in  case  before 
the  same  or  some  part  thereof  shall  be  actually  so  applied, 
any  person  or  persons  shall  have  become  entitled  to  an 
estate  of  inheritance  in  possession  in  the  real  estate  to  be 
purchased  therewith,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  not  have 
been  employed  in  the  purchase  thereof,  the  same  duty 
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shall  be  paid  which  ought  to  be  paid  by  such  person  or  B»eh.  if  Pleat, 
persons,  and  raised  and  paid  out  of  the  fund  remainingi  ^ 

to  be  applied  in  such  purchase."  The  meaning  of  that  Attormby- 
clause,  it  is  conceived,  was  only  to  exonerate  from  the  pay- 
ment of  duty  a  legacy  to  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  an 
estate  to  be  enjoyed  by  parties  in  succession,  provided  it 
was  invested  before  the  duty  accrued,  not  to  give  an  ex- 
emption which  was  not  given  before  that  clause.  In  this  act 
there  are  contained  Government  tables  as  to  the  value  of 
lives.  That  was  done  to  bring  the  bequest  of  an  annuity 
within  the  duty.  The  act  then  provides  the  mode  in  which 
the  value  of  the  annuity  is  to  be  calculated,  and  the  mode 
in  which  the  duty  is  to  be  assessed  on  the  annuity,  which  is 
this : — The  legacy  being  converted  into  an  annuity,  the  duty 
is  paid  in  four  different  yearly  instalments,  to  be  deducted 
out  of  each  of  the  four  first  payments  which  the  annuitant 
is  to  receive.  The  act  afterwards  provides  for  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  duty  is  to  be  paid  on  property  to  be 
taken  in  succession.  If  the  legatees  are  all  persons  in  the 
same  degree  of  relationship,  and  who,  therefore,  are  all  to 
pay  the  same  rate  of  duty,  the  statute  requires  that  there 
shall  be  at  once  charged  the  whole  duty,  charging  it  as  a 
gross  legacy  ;  but  if  the  duty  to  be  paid  by  the  persons 
enjoying  in  succession  is  different  the  act  provides  that 
each  party  taking  in  succession  is  to  be  treated  as  an  an- 
nuitant for  the  amount  he  receives,  and  he  is  to  pay  ac- 
cording to  his  estate.  Now,  suppose  this  clause  to  have 
been  omitted,  and  suppose  the  case  of  a  legacy  of  a  sum 
of  money  to  be  invested  in  real  estate,  to  be  enjoyed  by 
the  wife  for  life,  and  after  her  death  by  a  stranger  in 
blood;  the  wife,  paying  no  duty,  would  have  a  right  to 
say  the  whole  legacy  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
real  estate^  and  the  stranger  in  blood  would  pay  no  duty, 
if  it  had  not  been  for  this  clause,  which  the  legislature  in- 
troduced, not  intending  that,  the  whole  being  laid  out  in 
real  estate,  the  stranger  in  blood  should  be  relieved  from 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  paying  the  duty  when  it  came  to  him.  While  he  was  to 
receive  it  in  the  shape  of  dividends  or  funds,  he  would,  of 
course,  pay  duty  on  the  amount.  The  converting  it  into 
land  appeared  to  the  legislature  to  open  a  door  to  fraud, 
if  it  should  become  necessary  to  inquire,  as  each  person 
came  in  succession  into  the  estate,  what  the  rents  and 
profits  of  that  estate  were.  They  therefore  said,  that 
where  there  is  a  direction  that  a  sum  of  money  shall  be 
laid  out  in  land,  until  the  sum  is  laid  out,  the  parties  en- 
titled to  it  in  succession  shall  pay  as  annuitants  for  the 
amount  they  are  to  receive ;  but  when  it  is  actually  laid 
out,  the  liability  to  duty  shall  cease.  Until  the  money  is 
laid  out  it  is  to  be  deemed  as  an  annuity,  and  the  party 
is  to  be  charged  with  duty  accordingly ;  with  this  excep- 
tion, that  if  it  is  not  laid  out  until  it  comes  to  the  person 
entitled  to  an  absolute  estate  of  inheritance,  the  surplus 
shall  be  liable  to  the  duty.  It  has  been  thought  necessary 
to  call  the  attention  of  the  Court  to  that  clause,  because  it 
is  intended  to  be  urged  on  the  other  aide,  that  inasmuch 
as  this  was  money  which  previous  to  the  S6th  Geo.  3,  had 
not  been  subject  to  duty,  being  directed  to  be  laid  out  in 
land,  the  liability  to  duty  does  not  attach  on  money 
given  by  a  testator  who  died  in  1791.  The  state  of  the 
law  continued  the  same  from  the  passing  of  the  last  men- 
tioned act  in  1796  till  1804,  when,  by  the  44th  Geo.  S, 
c.  98,  all  the  existing  stamp  duties  were  repealed,  and 
in  lieu  of  them  other  stamp  duties  were  imposed,  but 
merely  increasing  the  amount,  and  not  in  other  respects 
altering  the  state  of  the  law.  But  there  was  a  material 
clause  introduced  into  that  act  which  is  important  to 
the  question  in  this  case,  as  to  whether  the  legislature 
intended  a  retrospective  effect  in  the  act  of  1796.  It  is 
necessary  to  remark,  that  after  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  5S,  there 
were  two  distinct  duties  payable;  the  duties  under  the  old 
acts  in  cases  where  the  testator  had  died  previously  to  the 
passing  of  that  act,  and  the  duty  on  legacies  in  respect  of 
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parties  who  had  diedafterwards.  That  was  found  to  be  very  Brek,  9f  Pkm 

inconrenient,  and  to  lead  to  many  frauds,  and  by  the  12th     % ^ 

section  of  the  44  Greo.  3,  (which  recited  the  first  three 
acts  imposing  a  duty  on  receipts  for  legacies),  it  was 
enacted,  '*  that  the  said  duties  on  legacies  giyen  or  be- 
queathed by  or  deriYcd  from  persons  who  died  previous 
to  the  27th  of  April,  1796,  shall  be  and  remain  pay- 
able and  shall  be  paid  to  and  for  the  use  of  his  Majesty^ 
&G.,  for  and  during  the  term  of  two  years  from  and  after 
the  10th  day  of  October,  1804,  and  that  firom  and  after 
the  expiration  of  two  years  from  and  after  the  10th  day 
of  October,  1804,  every  such  receipt  or  other  discharge 
for  or  in  respect  of  any  legacy  given  or  bequeathed  by  or 
derived  from  any  person  whatever,  whether  such  persons 
shall  have  died  previous  to  or  since  the  27th  day  of  Aprils 
1796,  shall  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  made  liable  to  the 
respective  duties  on  receipts  or  other  discharges  for  lega- 
cies mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  schedule  marked  A. 
hereunto  annexed.**  That  is  material  with  reference  to 
what  the  legislature  thought  right  upon  that  subject, 
namely,  that  from  the  passing  of  that  act  certain  persons 
should  be  liable  to  a  smaller  duty  if  the  duties  were  paid 
in  a  given  time,  but  that  upon  a  testator's  dying  at  a  sub- 
sequent period,  the  legatees  under  his  will  should  be  liable 
to  a  larger  duty.  The  next  act  was  the  45  Geo.  S,  c.  38, 
which  was  the  first  that  imposed  the  same  duties  on  lega- 
cies charged  upon  real  estate  which  had  been  previously 
imposed  on  personal  estate ;  and  was  also  the  first  act 
which  imposed  a  duty  on  legacies  given  to  the  children 
of  a  testator.  That  act  had  no  retrospective  operation, 
and  applied  only  to  legacies  given  by  persons  dying  after 
its  passing.  The  next  act,  48  Geo.  3,  c.  109,  only  raised 
the  duties  on  legacies  to  strangers.  Then  came  the  act 
now  in  force,  the  65  Geo.  3,  c.  184;  which  enacted,  that 
the  existing  stamp  duties  should  cease,  and  that  there 
should  be  payable  the  duties  set  forth  in  the  schedules. 
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Bxeh.  of  PUm,  It  provides  for  the  payment  of  legacy  duties  mentioned 
in  the  schedule  thereto  annexed;  and  the  schedule  states^ 
**  Where  the  testator^  testatrix^  or  intestate  died  before 
or  upon  the  dth  Aprils  1805^  for  eyery  legacy^"  &c., 
*'  where  every  such  legacy  shall  be  paid,  delivered,  retained, 
satisfied,  or  discharged  after  theSlst  of  August,  1815,** — 
shall  be  paid  certain  duties  according  to  the  degree  of 
relationship :  in  the  case  now  before  the  Court  it  would 
be  a  duty  of  4  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  legacy. 
But  in  the  case  of  a  party  who  dies  upon  or  afler  the 
5th  of  April,  1805,  there  is,  in  respect  of  a  person  in  the 
same  degree  of  relationship  as  in  the  present  case,  a  duty 
of  5  per  cent,  payable.  That  is  most  material  to  be  ob« 
served,  because  there  is  here  an  express  retrospective 
enactment.  It  is  not  applied  to  parties  dying  after  that 
act,  but  after  the  5th  of  April,  1805.  If  the  party  had 
died  on  the  6th  April,  1805,  the  legacy  duty  payable 
by  a  person  in  the  situation  of  the  descendant  of  a  father's 
brother,  was,  but  for  this  enactment,  only  4  per  cent ;  but 
this  clause  says,  that  if  the  legacy  shall  be  satisfied  after 
the  passing  of  this  act  of  55  Geo,  S,  he  shall  pay,  not  four 
per  cent.,  but  five.  This  act  came  into  operation  on  the 
31st  of  August,  1815,  and  then  the  higher  duty  was  im- 
posed, not  on  the  legacies  of  persons  dying  after  that  time, 
but  on  legacies  given  for  ten  years  previously,  provided 
they  were  not  paid  until  after  that  day.  But  it  will  be 
said  that  the  legislature  could  not  have  meant  to  impose  a 
duty  which  would  not  have  been  payable  if  the  duty  had 
been  paid  in  1791 : — it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that 
that  is  what  the  legislature  have  uniformly  done  through- 
out these  acts.  Then  the  question  is  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  disclosed  in  this  plea,  it  being  clear  that  this 
was  a  legacy  or  share  of  residue  given  by  the  will  of  a 
person  who  died  before  the  5th  of  April,  1805,  it  is  one, 
according  to  the  words  of  the  55  Geo.  3,  **  paid,  deli- 
vered, retained,  satisfied,  or  discharged*'  after  the  Slst  of 
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August^  1815 ;  and  it  is  submitted  it  clearly  is,  and  that  Etch,  <^  Phot, 
the  crown  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  this  demurrer. 

[The  argument  then  turned  on  the  question  as  to  what 
amounted  to  an  appropriation  or  payment  of  a  legacyi 
or  satisfaction  of  the  residue ;  but  as  the  Court  did  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  on  this  pointy  it  b 
not  thought  proper  to  detail  the  argument.  The  following 
cases  were  cited  :  Attorney-General  v.  Lady  Louisa  Man^ 
ners  (a),  HMy.  AikinMonib)^  Attorney-General  v.  Wood  (c)j 
and  Attorney  General  v.  Hope  (d).] 


Kelly,  contra. — ^The  duties  claimed  in  this  case  are  not 
payable  by  law,  under  the  circumstances  which  appear  on 
this  record.  The  question  whether  there  has  been  an 
appropriation  within  the  meaning  of  the  late  statutes  is 
only  a  secondary  and  subordinate  question.  The  principal 
question  is,  whether,  under  any  of  the  statutes  which  have 
been  passed  since  the  86  Geo.  3,  any  post  facto  operation  has 
been  given  to  that  act  which  it  clearly  did  not  bear  at  the 
time  it  was  passed.  The  defendants  contend  that  the  duties 
claimed  by  this  information  were  for  the  first  time  made 
payable  by  the  36  Geo.  3,  and  that  they  were  not,  under 
that  statute,  payable  retrospectively — namely,  upon  legacies 
given  by  the  wills  of  persons  who  had  died  before  the 
passing  of  that  act ;  and  that  no  retrospective  operation 
has  been  given  to  it,  either  by  the  44th,  the  45th,  or  the 
55th  Geo.  3,  the  only  three  subsequent  statutes  that  have 
reference  to  it  There  is  no  doubt  that  everyone  of  these 
acts  which  have  been  passed  since  the  36  Geo.  8,  has  some 
retrospective  effect ;  but  that  is  only  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  the  duties  imposed,  and  none  of  them  has  any  re- 
trospective operation  as  to  the  sulyect  of  any  duty  which  is 
for  the  first  time  made  payable  by  the  36  Geo.  3.  Although 


(a)  1  Price,  411. 
Kb)  2  Merivale,  45. 


(e)  2  Y.  &  J.  290. 
(d)  \  Mylne  &  Craig,  I 
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Exeh.  of  PiMt,  from  time  to  time  higher  duties  are  made  payable — ^and  even 
retrospectively — by  acts  passed  since  1796,  yet  no  duties 
are  imposed  by  any  of  those  acts  upon  legacies  which 
were  not  liable  to  duty  at  all  before  the  act  of  1796.  Before 
that  date  there  were  three  statutes  only  under  which  any 
legacy  duties  were  payable;  and  by  those  statutes  the  duties 
were  imposed  upon  receipts  for  legacies  only,  and  there 
was  no  direct  duty  imposed  upon  any  legacy  eo  nomine. 
And  thus  the  law  continued  to  1796,  when  the  36  Greo.  3 
was  passed,  which  made  various  essential  alterations. 
The  first  alteration  was  that  made  by  the  first  and  second 
sections;  the  duties  created  by  the  former  acts  were 
to  cease,  and  other  and  higher  duties  were  substituted 
for  them.  Those  larger  duties  applied  only  to  legacies 
given  by  the  wills  of  persons  dying  after  the  passing 
of  that  act.  It  is  admitted  that  the  act  was  not  retro- 
spective with  regard  to  the  increased  duties.  So  that 
from  the  passing  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  down  to  the  passing  of 
the  44  Geo.  3,  there  were  two  separate  classes  of  duties 
in  existence — the  one,  the  class  of  duties  of  minor  amount, 
which  applied  to  persons  who  died  before  the  act  of  1796, 
and  the  other,  the  class  of  duties  of  the  larger  amount, 
created  by  the  36  Geo.  3,  and  payable  only  by  persons 
deriving  legacies  under  the  wills  of  persons  who  died  sub- 
sequently to  the  passing  of  that  act.  Thus  the  law  con- 
tinued down  to  1804,  when  the  44  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  was 
passed.  But  there  were  several  other  distinct  alterations 
of  the  law  provided  for  by  the  36  Geo.  3.  There  was  not 
only  the  increase  of  duties,  but  the  duties  which  bad  been 
payitble  only  on  receipts  for  legacies,  or  rather  higher  duties, 
w^re  made  payable  on  legacies  eo  nomine.  [Lord  AUrigert 
C.  B. — ^Tbat  was  only  upon  legacies  subsequent].  Yes,  and 
it  will  be  found  that  in  no  respect  was  the  act  36  Geo*  3, 
retrospective.  Then  the  third  alteration  is  important 
Before  the  36  Geo.  3,  c.  5S,  s.  19,  money  directed  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  was  not  liable  to  any  duty.     It  was  not  so 
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because  no  receipt  was  given,  for  then  it  would  have  Bxek,  of  puom^ 
been  liable  indirectly,  but  money  directed  by  a  will  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  was  neither  directly  nor  indirectly  liable  to 
any  duty.  There  was  a  further  alteration ;  that  whereas 
executors  who  were  themselves  legatees,  viz.  to  whom  the 
residue  was  bequeathed,  were  not  before  liable  to  pay  any 
legacy  duty,  but  by  the  6th  section  they  were  made  liable 
like  other  persons.  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — ^They  were 
not  before  liable,  because  they  gave  no  receipts].  Then 
a  fifth  alteration  was  created  by  the  S5th  section,  by 
which  money  paid  into  the  Court  of  Chancery  on  a  bill 
filed  for  the  administration  of  a  testator's  effects  is  made 
liable  to  legacy  duty  just  as  if  the  money  had  been  paid, 
without  any  suit,  by  the  executor  to  the  legatee.  These 
several  alterations  were  made  by  the  act  36  Geo.  3,  but 
that  act,  it  is  submitted,  had  no  retrospective  operation. 
Then  the  44  Geo.  3,  0.98,  was  passed,  and  the  first  ques- 
tion for  the  Court  to  determine  will  be,  whether  by  that 
statute  a  restrospective  operation  was  for  the  first  time  given 
to  the  36  Geo.  3,  throughout  the  whole  of  its  provisions, 
or  whether  any  greater  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  44  Geo.  3, 
than  that,  whereas  from  the  passing  of  the  act  36  Geo. 
3,  the  minor  duties  had  been  payable  only  under  wills  of 
persons  dying  before  1796,  and  the  larger  duties  payable 
by  those  claiming  under  wills  of  persons  who  died  after 
1796,  the  same  scale  of  duties  was  to  continue  for  two 
years;  that  is,  that  parties  claiming  under  the  wills  of  per- 
sons dying  previous  to  1796,  were  to  pay  only  the  smaller 
duties  for  two  years,  but  afterwards  both  classes  were  to 
pay  the  same  amount  of  duties.  That  was  the  only  effect 
of  that  statute  as  to  any  retrospective  operation.  There 
is  nothing  to  be  found  in  it  which  imposes  any  duty  at  all 
upon  any  subject  matter  not  liable  to  duty  before  1796. 
dLord  Abinger,  C.  B. — You  mean,  nothing  to  affect  lega- 
cies of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land].  Certainly,  as 
money  directed  by  wills  to  be  laid  out  in  land  was  never 
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EmcIu  of  PUm^  before  liable  to  any  duty  at  all.  The  44  Geo.  S  did 
not  impose  a  duty  upon  any  matter  which  was  not  pre- 
viously  liable  to  a  duty,  neither  did  it  give  a  retro- 
spective operation  to  the  36  Geo.  3,  in  cases  in  which  that 
statute  for  the  first  time  imposed  a  duty.  It  is  admitted 
on  the  other  side  that  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  38,  has  no  retro- 
spective effect.  Then  comes  the  55  Geo.  3,  on  the 
words  of  which  so  much  reliance  is  placed,  and  which,  it 
is  contended,  has  no  limitation  or  qualification  of  its  terms, 
which  apply  in  their  fullest  extent,  making  but  one  distinc- 
tion^ viz.  between  persons  dying  before  and  persons  dying 
aflter  1805,  and  that  upon  all  legacies  this  is  the  only 
distinction,  provided  the  money  is  not  paid  till  after  the 
passing  of  the  act.  Now,  it  is  submitted  that  the  efiect 
of  that  act  was  only  to  increase  the  duties  already  payable, 
making  a  distinction  with  regard  to  the  duties  between 
persons  dying  before  1805  and  after  1805,  but  not  impos- 
ing any  duty  at  all  upon  that  which  had  paid  no  duty  be- 
fore. If  the  extensive  construction  contended  for  on  the 
other  side  is  to  prevail,  it  would  apply  as  well  to  the  case 
of  children  deriving  money  under  the  wills  of  their  parents, 
where  the  parent  died  before  the  45  Geo.  3,  as  to  a 
duty  for  the  first  time  imposed  upon  a  distinct  class  of 
persons  by  the  act  of  36  Geo.  8.  It  is  true  that  some  of 
the  statutes  have  a  retrospective  operation  under  certain 
circumstances  with  regard  to  the  amount  of  duties  payable ; 
but  the  Court  will  not  strain  the  construction  of  any  act 
of  Parliament  in  order  to  give  it  the  effectof  an  ex  post  facto 
law,  especially  where  it  relates  to  the  imposition  of  a  tax. 
All  statutes  which  impose  taxes  are  to  be  construed  strictly, 
[Paries  B. — No  tax  is  to  be  imposed  except  by  clear  words ; 
that  is  the  modern  doctrine.]  If  it  be  possible  within  the 
reasonable  limits  of  legal  construction  to  give  a  mean- 
ing to  an  act  which  will  not  give  it  an  ex  post  facto  operation, 
the  Court  will  lean  to  that  construction,  rather  than  give 
it  an  operation  which  may  lead  to  great  injustice.  To  shew 
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that  this  may  be  so  in  numerous  cases,  it  is  only  necessary  ^eh,  of  Piemt, 
to  suppose  that  between  the  year  1791  and  1796,  when  for 
the  first  time  the  duty  was  imposed  upon  money  directed  to 
be  laid  out  in  land,  some  ultimate  remainder-man  having 
a  vested  interest  had  actually  sold  or  charged  the  pro- 
perty to .  its  full  value ;  the  effect  of  this  ex  post  facto 
law  would  be  to  impose  upon  that  purchaser  actually 
a  confiscation  of  money  out  of  his  own  pocket,  he  having 
purchased  in  full  faith  of  the  existing  law  as  it  stood. 
It  is  said  that  by  the  36  Geo.  3,  no  change  in  the  law  took 
place  except  to  remedy  the  evil  that  bad  existed,  of  duties 
having  been  imposed  upon  receipts  instead  of  upon  the 
legacies  themselves.  It  is  submitted  that  it  was  upon  to- 
tally different  principles  from  the  mere  practical  effect  of 
requiring  a  receipt  that  money  directed  to  be  laid  out 
in  land  was  not,  until  it  was  expressly  made  so  by  the 
36  Geo.  3,  liable  to  any  duty  at  all.  In  the  Attorney 
General  v.  Holfard  (a),  which  was  a  case  that  arose 
in  the  year  1815,  it  was  held  that  ''a  bequest  of  real 
property  to  trustees  to  be  sold,  and  and  the  profits  to 
be  deemed  part  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate, 
or  go  in  aid,  if  necessary,  of  the  rest  of  his  property 
in  discharge  of  his  pecuniary  legacies,  given  either  by  his 
will  or  any  codicil  thereto,  is  liable  to  the  legacy  duty  im* 
posed  by  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  149,  although  the  residuary 
legatee  took  the  property  in  statu  quo^  and  the  trustees 
did  not  convert  it  into  money  by  sale,  according  to  the 
directions  of  the  will,  there  being  no  claim  to  render  such 
sale  necessary.  The  subject  of  such  a  bequest  would  be 
considered  in  equity  as  personal  property,  and  would  go, 
in  case  of  the  legatee's  death,  to  personal  representatives." 
Now  that  is  the  converse  of  what  the  present  case  would 
have  been  before  the  act  of  1796.  The  question  there 
was,  whether,  under  the  4i  Geo.  3,  the  land  was  liable  to 
the  payment  of  legacy  duty.     It  was  held  that  it  was ;  and 
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Hancock. 


Exch.  of  PUoi,  upon  this  ground, — upon  the  very  principle  which,  before 
^  '  ^  the  36  Geo.  3,  would  have  exempted  money  directed  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  from  any  duty  at  all, — namely,  that,  in  the 
construction  of  that  act,  the  equitable  nature  of  the  be- 
quest is  considered,  and  not  what  may  happen,  at  any 
particular  moment  of  time,  to  be  its  real  and  legal  nature* 
This  is  a  devise  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  which  a 
court  of  equity  would  treat  as  land.  In  Atiomejf'Oeneral 
V.  Holfordf  it  was  a  devise  of  land,  but  it  was  to  be  applied 
like  personalty.  [Parke,  B. — Is  it  not  provided  by  the 
55  Geo.  3,  that  that  shall  be  treated  as  a  legacy?]  Probably 
it  is.  The  words  are :  ''For  the  clear  residue,  &c.  of  the 
monies  to  arise  from  the  sale,  mortgage,  or  other  disposition 
of  any  real  or  heritable  estate  directed  to  be  sold,  mort- 
gaged, or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  any  will  or  testamentary 
instrument  of  any  person  who  shall  have  died  after  the  5th 
day  of  April,  1805,  where  such  residue  or  share  of  residue 
shall  amount  to  20/.,*'  so  much.  In  his  judgment  on  that 
occasion.  Chief  Baron  Thompson  put  this  very  case : — 
*'  Suppose  a  sum  of  money  were  bequeathed  to  be  laid  oot  in 
land,  is  such  a  legacy  provided  for  by  the  act  ?  That  would 
certainly  be  deemed,  in  equity,  land,  and  not  money ;  and  if 
you  go  on  equitable  construction,  you  must  admit  that 
also  to  prevail"  Before  the  36  Geo.  3,  money  directed  to 
be  laid  out  in  land  would,  in  any  case  arising  upon  the 
legacy  duty,  independently  of  any  point  about  a  receipt 
being  given,  be  treated  as  land  itself.  Equity  considers 
that  as  being  done  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  executor  or 
trustee  to  do :  consequently,  equity  would  have  con* 
sidered  that  it  bad  actually  been  laid  out  in  land.  But  it 
is  not  necessary  to  refer  to  any  authority ;  because,  of 
what  use  is  the  clause  itself,  if  the  duty  would  be  payable 
upon  it  as  a  legacy  ?  It  has  been  argued  on  the  other  side 
as  if  the  19th  section  went  to  exonerate  from  duty  where 
it  was  before  payable.  [Parke,  B. — Yes ;  as  if  duties 
on  such  legacies  were  payable  before  the  36  Geo.  3,  and 
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there  was  a  protection  from  legacy  duty  in  the  event  of  ^«*-  of  PUtu^ 
the  money  being  actually  laid  out].  If  that  he  so,  it  is 
framed  in  very  extraordinary  terms.  The  section  enacts» 
"  that  any  sum  of  money  or  personal  estate  directed  to  be 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  shall  be  charged 
with  and  pay  duty  as  personal  estate ;"  it  then  goes  on— 
''  unless  the  same  be  so  given  as  to  be  enjoyed  by  differ* 
ent  persons  in  succession ;  and  then  each  person  entitled 
thereto  in  succession  shall  pay  duty  for  the  same,  in  the 
game  manner  ns  if  the  same  had  not  been  directed  to  be 
applied  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  unless  the  same 
shall  have  been  actually  employed  in  the  purchase  of  real 
estate  before  such  duty  accrued ;  but  no  such  duty  shall 
accrue  in  respect  thereof  after  the  same  shall  have  been 
actually  applied  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  for  so  much 
thereof  as  shall  have  been  so  employed.*'  Now,  upon 
what  principle  can  it  be  said  that,  before  this  act,  any 
duty  at  all  was  payable  upon  money  directed  to  be  laid 
out  in  land  ?  The  former  acts  cannot  be  carried  further 
than  their  terms  will  warrant,  and  none  of  them  allude  ex* 
pressly  to  money  laid  out  in  land  :  they  merely  impose  a 
duty  on  receipts.  Then,  if,  down  to  the  36  Geo.  3,  money 
to  be  laid  out  in  land  was  liable  to  no  duty,  how  can  it  be 
said  that  this  clause,  which  for  the  first  time  imposes  a 
duty  in  that  respect,  is  a  clause  exonerating  parlies  from 
some  duty  to  which  they  were  previously  liable  ?  {Parke^  3* 
— Supposing  the  executor,  after  that  act,  had  laid  out  the 
money  in  land,  and  had  asked  for  a  receipt  from  the  legatee 
under  the  old  act,  the  question  is,  whether  it  must  have 
been  stamped  with  the  duty  required  by  this  act  ?  The 
argument  of  the  Solicitor-General  is,  that  it  would  be  so : 
it  still  would  be  a  legacy  within  the  meaning  of  the  for- 
mer act.  If  a  party  chooses  to  take  a  receipt  upon  paper 
for  the  money  which  ought  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  the 
question  is,  whether  that  discharge  would  not  require  a 
legacy  stamp].    That  must  depend  upon  what  was  in  the 
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Eieh.  txf  Pleat,  contemplation  of  the  legislature  at  the  time  of  paasing 
those  three  acts.  [Alderson,  B. — ^You  must  also  take 
into  consideration  the  form  of  the  release ;  because  if  the 
release  was  upon  the  payment  of  money,  it  would  be  a 
receipt:  but,  suppose  the  receipt  was  simply  a  release 
from  the  obligation  of  laying  it  out  in  land,  and  nothing 
more  ?]  The  legislature  did  not  contemplate  these  com- 
plicated transactions,  but  they  contemplated  this : — It  was 
the  practice  under  those  three  former  acts,  atid  is  stUI  the 
practice,  for  the  executor,  before  he  pays  a  sum  of  money, 
to  take  a  receipt ;  and  therefore  they  took  it  for  granted 
that  the  executor  would  not  pay  a  pecuniary  legacy  withoat 
taking  a  receipt,  and  thought  it  sufficient  to  impose  a  tax,  not 
on  the  legacy,  but  on  the  instrument  which  would  be  taken 
when  it  was  paid.  But,  bearing  in  mind  that  they  had 
never  before  said  that  any  duty  was  to  be  imposed  on 
money  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  are  we  to  suppose  that  thej 
were  not*  only  thinking  of  money  payable  in  the  usual 
course,  but  were  also  looking  at  the  contingent  possi* 
bility  that  money  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  instead 
of  being  laid  out  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  will, 
should  be  paid  in  money  by  the  executor  to  the  legatee  ? 
It  is  apprehended  that  that  would  be  giving  a  meaning  to 
the  legislature  which  they  never  entertained,  and  that  for 
the  purpose  of  imposing  a  tax,  which  ought  never  to  be 
done  except  by  express  terms.  It  is  submitted,  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  ground  for  saying  that  any  tax  of  this 
kind  was  ever  imposed  till  the  statute  in  question ;  and 
that  this  question  is  now  to  be  considered  as  if  it  bad 
arisen  before  the  passing  of  the  36  Geo.  3.  Thia  being 
the  only  statute  applying  to  the  case,  and  the  19tb  section 
not  being  expressly  retrospective  in  its  operation,  it  is  to 
be  deemed  prospective  only. 

Then,  to  come  to  the  44th  Geo.  3.  There  were  at  that 
time  three  classes  of  cases :  the  first,  in  which  duties  bad  been 
imposed  by  the  first  three  acts  of  Parliament  anteoed^itto 
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the  36  Geo.  3,  imposing  duties  on  receipts;  then  by  the  b«cA.  of  Pieat, 
86  Geo.  3  the  duties  on  receipts  were  repealed,  and  the  du- 
ties imposed  upon  the  legacies  themselves ;  but  that  was  in 
the  case  of  persons  dying  after  1796;  and  there  was  al^ 
a  higher  scale  of  duties  in  the  case  of  persons  dying  after 
that  date.  Then  there  was  a  third  case^  which  it  is  submit* 
ted  is  not  touched  by  the  act  of  1804.  That  was  the  cas^ 
of  money  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  and  upon  which, 
for  the  first  time,  a  duty  had  been  imposed  by  the  act  of 
1796.  After  various  other  provisions  in  the  44  G^o.  8,  the 
ISth  section,  reciting  the  SO  Geo.  3,  for  granting  several 
additional  duties  on  advertisements,  and  certain  duties  on 
receipts  for  legacies,  or  for  any  share  of  a  personal  estate 
divided  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distribution,  or  the 
custom  of  any  province  or  place ;  and  also  reciting  the 
23  Geo.  3  and  ^9  Geo.  3,  (the  three  acts  which  were  still 
in  force  with  reference  to  the  minor  duties,)  proceeds  to 
state,  that  *'  whereas  certain  duties  are  charged  upon  re-* 
ceipts  or  other  discharges  for  and  in  respect  of  legacies 
given  or  bequeathed  by  or  derived  from  persons  who  died 
previous  to  the  27th  day  of  April,  1796,  for  and  during 
the  term  of  two  years  from  the  10th  day  of  October^ 
IBOl;  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  the  said  duties  on 
legacies  (that  is,  duties  imposed  by  those  three  acts,) 
given  or  bequeathed  by  or  derived  from  persons  who  died 
previous  to  the  27th  day  of  April,  1796,  shall  be  and 
remain  payable,  and  shall  be  paid  to  and  for  the  use  of 
his  Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  for  and  during  the 
same  term  of  two  years  from  and  after  the  said  10th  day 
of  Oetober,  1804,  anything  in  this  act,  or  any  other 
act  or  acts  of  Parliament,  contained  to  the  contrary 
in  anywise  notwithstanding;  and  that  from  and  after 
the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  10th  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1804*,  every  such  receipt  or  other  discharge  for 
or  in  respect  of  any  legacy  given  or  bequeathed  by  or  de- 
rived from  any  person  whatever,  whether  such  person  shall 
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JSxeh.  ef  not,  have  died  previous  to  or  since  the  27th  day  of  April,  1796, 
shall  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  made  subject  and  liable 
to  the  respective  duties  on  receipts  or  other  discharges 
for  legacies  mentioned,  inserted,  and  set  forth  in  the 
schedule  marked  A.  hereunto  annexed."  Now,  the  only 
acts  which  had  been  then  before  referred  to,  were  the 
three  first  acts  imposing  the  minor  duties;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  that  is  not  a  provision  affecting  only  the 
amount  of  the  duties  which  had  been  imposed  by  the 
former  acts,  or  whether  it  was  meant  to  impose  those  ad- 
ditional duties,  and  also  to  comprise  certain  classes  of  cases 
where  no  duty  had  been  previously  payable  at  all.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  section  to  point  to  such 
a  oonstruction  as  the  latte/.  There  is  no  recital  of  those 
numeroDS  clauses  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  by  which  duties  were 
imposed  for  the  first  time  under  particular  circumstances : 
there  is  no  reference  to  the  19th  section,  imposing  duties 
on  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land.  Now,  let  us  suppose 
that  the  act  which  passed  in  1805,  imposing  a  duty  upon 
legacies  given  by  parents  to  children,  had  passed  in  the 
year  1800, — that  is,  after  1796,  and  before  this  pro- 
vision; and  that  a  duty  of  a  certain  amount  had  been 
thereby  imposed  upon  legacies  from  parents  to  children; 
would  this  provision  have  made  those  children  liable  to  the 
payment  of  legacy  duty  in  the  event  of  their  legacies  not 
being  paid  within  the  period  of  two  years  specified  in  this 
section  ?  Because,  if  it  would  not,  a,nd  if  no  duties  were 
payable  upon  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  till  1796, 
neither  would  this  statute  impose  any  duties  upon  any 
legacies  in  that  predicament.  The  terms  of  the  act  would 
apply  to  one  case  as  well  as  the  other.  It  is  submitted, 
therefore,  that  the  ISth  section  of  the  44  Geo.  3,  when  it 
imposes  the  additional  duties,  refers  only  to  those  cases  in 
which  some  duties  were  payable  before,  and  not  to  those 
cases  in  which  for  the  first  time  duties  were  imposed  by 
the  act  of  1796.     [Aldersoo,  B.— The  case  of  a  child  is 
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expressly  provided  against,  because  the  duty  is  confined  to  Exck^  tf  PUta, 

the  case  of  a  legacy  given  to  a  brother,  a  sister,  a  Father,  or  a  ^ 

mother ;  that  is  in  the  44  Geo.  3.     Parke,  B. — ^And  your 

argument  is  upon  the  supposition  of  a  legacy  tochildrea]* 

The  actis  justas  silent  upon  money  laid  out  in  land,  which  is 

made  the  subject  of  a  distinct  provision  in  the  act  of  lT96j 

as  it  is  upon  money  payable  to  children.    [Parie,  B.— It  is 

silent  expressly ;  but  there  is  a  clause  which  incorpqrates 

all  the  clauses  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  by  relation.]     No  doub^j 

with  reference  to  all  provisions  necessary  to  carry  the  act  into 

eSect ;  but  it  is  submitted  as  a  principle  of  law  that  those 

general  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament  which  apply  priaaft 

facie  to  the  amount  of  legacies,  cannot  be  held  to  impose 

a  tax  upon  some  distinct  subject  upon  which  no  tax  wat 

imposed  before.     Hill  v.  Atkinson  (a)  is  in  point.     The 

act  of  1815  need  not  be  particularly  adverted  tO|  because 

that  merely  raises  a  similar  di:>tinction  between  peraoos 

dying  before  and  after  1805,  that  the  act  of  1804*  raises 

with  respect  to   persons  dying  before  and  after  1796« 

It  is  submitted,  first,  that  these  being  statutes  imposing 

a  tax,  and  which,  if  construed  as  contended  for  on  the 

part  of  the  Crown,  would  have  an  ex  post  facto  eifect, 

they  are  to  be  construed  strictly  as  against  the  Crown,  and 

liberally  in  favour  of  the  subject,  and  that  they  cannot^ 

without  being  strained  beyond  their  natural  construction, 

be  brought  to  mean  any  thing  more  than  that  these  in-* 

creased  duties  are  to  be  payable  where  the  minor  duties 

were  payable  before,  and  are  not  to  have  the  eflTect  of 

creating  duties  which  were  not  payable  before  at  all.     [He 

also  argued  on  the  question  of  appropriation.] 


The  Soliciior-Gefieral,  in  reply. — ^It  has  been  argued  thatt 
it  would  be  an  unjust  construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
to  give  a  retrospective  effect  to  it  by  subjecting  something 


(a)  2  Merivale,  46. 
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Exeh,  of  PUatt  have  died  previous  to  or  since  the  27th  day  of  April,  1796, 
V   .,^,.L.^     shall  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  made  subject  and  liable 
ATf^ftKisy^     fo  the  respective  duties  on  receipts  or  other  discharges 
•k  for  legacies  mentioned,  inserted,   and   set  forth   m  the 

HAHcoet.  schedule  marked  A.  hereunto  annexed."  Now,  the  only 
acts  which  had  been  then  before  referred  to,  were  the 
three  first  acts  imposing  the  minor  duties;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  that  is  not  a  provision  affecting  only  the 
amount  of  the  duties  which  had  been  imposed  by  the 
former  acts,  or  whether  it  was  meant  to  impose  those  ad- 
ditional duties,  and  also  to  comprise  certain  classes  of  cases 
where  no  duty  had  been  previously  payable  at  all.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  section  to  point  to  sach 
a  oonstruction  as  the  latte/.  There  is  no  recital  of  those 
numeroQS  clauses  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  by  which  duties  were 
imposed  for  the  first  time  under  particular  circumstances : 
there  is  no  reference  to  the  19th  section,  imposing  duties 
on  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land.  Now,  let  us  suppose 
that  the  act  which  passed  in  1805,  imposing  a  duty  upon 
legacies  given  by  parents  to  children,  had  passed  in  the 
year  1800, — that  is,  after  1796,  and  before  this  pro- 
vision; and  that  a  duty  of  a  certain  amount  had  been 
thereby  imposed  upon  legacies  from  parents  to  children; 
would  this  provision  have  made  those  children  liable  to  the 
payment  of  legacy  duty  in  the  event  of  their  legacies  not 
being  paid  within  the  period  of  two  years  specified  in  this 
section  ?  Because,  if  it  would  not,  and  if  no  duties  were 
payable  upon  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  till  1796, 
neither  would  this  statute  impose  any  duties  upon  any 
legacies  in  that  predicament.  The  terms  of  the  act  would 
apply  to  one  case  as  well  as  the  other.  It  is  submitted, 
therefore,  that  the  ISth  section  of  the  44  Geo.  3,  when  it 
imposes  the  additional  duties,  refers  only  to  those  cases  in 
which  some  duties  were  payable  before,  and  not  to  those 
cases  in  which  for  the  first  time  duties  were  imposed  by 
the  act  of  1796.     [Alderson,  B.— The  case  of  a  child  is 
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expressly  provided  against,  because  the  duty  is  confined  to  E*eh^rfJ*9ttt9, 
the  case  of  a  legacy  given  to  a  brother,  a  sister,  a  father,  or  a 
mother ;  tliat  is  in  the  44  Geo.  3.  Parke,  B. — ^And  youi 
argument  is  upon  the  supposition  of  a  legacy  tochildrea]* 
The  actis  justas  silent  upon  money  laid  out  in  land,  which  is 
made  the  subject  of  a  distinct  provision  in  the  act  of  1796j 
as  it  is  upon  money  payable  to  children.  IParie,  B.— It  is 
silent  expressly  ;  but  there  is  a  clause  which  incorporates 
all  the  clauses  of  the  36  Geo.  3,  by  relation.]  No  doubtj 
with  reference  to  all  provisions  necessary  to  carry  the  act  into 
effect ;  but  it  is  submitted  as  a  principle  of  law  that  those 
general  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament  which  apply  primft 
facie  to  the  amount  of  legacies,  cannot  be  held  to  impose 
a  tax  upon  some  distinct  subject  upon  which  no  tax  was 
imposed  before.  Hill  v.  Atkinson  (a)  is  in  point.  The 
act  of  1815  need  not  be  particularly  adverted  to,  because 
that  merely  raises  a  similar  di:)tinction  between  peraom 
dying  before  and  after  1805,  that  the  act  of  1804*  raises 
with  respect  to  persons  dying  before  and  after  1?96« 
It  is  submitted,  first,  that  these  being  statutes  trapesing 
a  tax,  and  which,  if  construed  as  contended  for  on  the 
part  of  the  Crown,  would  have  an  ex  post  facto  effect, 
tbey  are  to  be  construed  strictly  as  against  the  Crown,  and 
liberally  in  favour  of  the  subject,  and  that  they  cannot^ 
without  being  strained  beyond  their  natural  construction, 
be  brought  to  mean  any  thing  more  than  that  these  in- 
creased duties  are  to  be  payable  where  the  minor  duties 
were  payable  before,  and  are  not  to  have  the  effect  of 
creating  duties  which  were  not  payable  before  at  all.  [He 
also  argued  on  the  question  of  appropriation.] 


The  Soliciior-GcMeral,  in  reply. — It  has  been  argued  that 
it  would  be  an  unjust  construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
to  give  a  retrospective  effect  to  it  by  subjecting  something 


(a)  2  Merivale,  46. 
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Exck.  of  Pkot,  to  duty  which  was  not  hable  to  it  at  the  time  the  act  passed. 
It  la  admitted,  however,  that  the  act  did  subject  legacies  to 
higher  duties  than  they  were  liable  to  at  the  dime  the  act 
passed,  provided  they  had  not  been  paid  at  the  time  of  its 
passing.  Now  it  would  be  equally  unjust  in  the  one  case 
as  in  the  ottier.  [Lord  Abinger,C»  B. — I  understood  Mr. 
Kelly  to  say i  that  if  the  words  are  clear,  eadit  qusestio ;  but 
that  if  there  are  words  enough  to  satisfy  the  object  of  the 
act  without,  it  is  not  to  be  pushed  beyond  tliat  by  coBstruc- 
tiOD.  AldersoUf  B. — ^Tbe  truth  is,  all  the  legacy  acts  were 
retrospective  from  the  beginning,  because  the  duties  were 
originaUy  imposed  upon  receipts,  and  those  reeeipts  were 
giiren  for  legacies  under  wills  made  before  the  act  of  Par- 
liament]. Just  so.  The  case  of  Hill  v.  Atkmson  was  a 
case  where,  if  the  legacy  had  been  paid  immediately  after 
the  testator's  death,  there  would  have  been  no  duty  at  all. 
Nothing  has  been  stated  in  the  argument  to  shew  that  this 
retrospective  operation  was  not  to  be  applied  to  money  to  be 
laid  out  in  land  as  much  as  to  any  other  provision  in  tlie 
act.  There  is  room  for  very  strong  doubt  whether  the 
duty  upon  money  given  to  be  laid  out  in  land  was  not  a 
duty  just  as  much  attachable  under  the  former  acts  as 
under  the  act  of  1796 — for  that  which  rendered  any  duty 
at  all  payable  under  the  former  acts  was  the  receipt 
Perhaps  there  were  numerous  instances  in  which  no  duty 
was  in  fact  paid  in  cases  of  that  kind,  because  the  money  was 
in  fact  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land  without  any  receipt 
being  required  from  any  one.  Suppose  a  party,  where 
money  is  directed  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  is  entitled  to  an 
estate  of  inheritance,  he  has  a  right  to  say  to  the  executor, 
''Hand  me  over  the  money  instead.*'  Could  a  receipt  for 
that  money,  given  to  the  executor,  be  given  in  evidence 
unless  it  had  not  a  legacy  stamp  upon  it  ?  Certainly  not. 
A  sum  of  money  given  to  be  laid  out  in  land  is  a  legacy  to 
all  intents  and  purposes.  It  does  not  cease  to  be  a  legacy 
because  a  particular  appropriation  of  it  is  directed.    The 
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only  argument  against  that  construction  would  be  supposing  ^^\^f^^^* 
the  enactment  of  the  36  Geo.  3  was  unintelligible ;  but  it  is 
not,  according  to  the  construction  assigned  to  it  on  the  part 
of  the  Crown.  It  was  necessary  to  give  directions^  as  there 
were  payments  to  be  made  by  parties  according  to  their 
rights  of  taking  in  succession,  what  was  to  be  done  with  re« 
gard  to  money  to  be  laid  out  in  land  so  to  be  settled.  And  the 
act  begins  by  saying, ''  That  any  sum  of  money  or  personal 
estate  directed  to  be  applied  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate, 
shall  be  charged  with  and  pay  duty  as  personal  estate.*' 
Then  immediately  follows,  '*  unless  the  same  shaU  be  so 
given  as  to  be  enjoyed  by  different  persons  in  succession^** 
and  then  it  directs  what  is  to  be  done.  [Alderson^  B* — 
Then  it  is  to  be  paid  as  annuities].  Yes ;  but  at  particu- 
larly enacts  that  at  that  momeot  of  time  in  the  sucoessiou 
when  the  investment  has  actually  taken  place,  the  liability 
to  further  duty  shall  cease,  for  an  obvious  reason.  [Lord 
AbiMger,  C.  B. — If  the  duty  had  passed  upon  land^  it  would 
have  introduced  inextricable  confusion].  The  liability  to 
pay  duty  upon  a  legacy  in  respect  of  money  directed  to  be 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  was  nothing  new  in  the 
act  of  1796,  except  so  far  as  it  might  happen  that  there 
might  be  no  receipt  given  for  the  money.  If  so,  the  act 
was  not  retrospective,  and  there  is  an  end  of  the  argument. 
But  suppose  it  were  otherwise,  and  that  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that,  as  no  receipt  in  the  nature  of  things 
could  be  given  for  it,  the  first  three  acts  did  not  apply ;  it  will 
still  appear  that  it  was  intended  after  the  act  of  1796  that 
it  should  be  liable  to  duty.  Suppose,  before  1796,  a 
testator  had  given  10,000/.  to  A.  B.  and  C.  D.  nominatimi 
as  individuals,  not  as  executors,  upon  trust  that  they  should 
lay  it  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled  in  a  parti« 
cular  manner.  It  could  hardly  be  argued  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  money  by  the  executors  to  A.  B.  and  C.  D.j 
they  were  not  to  give  a  receipt.    But  suppose  a  legacy  to  be 
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•V^Hf«.'  ^-ven  in  that  mode  before  1796 — the  act  of  1796  pwses— 
''  "  the  act  of  1804'  pnsses,  which  says  rhat  ft^otti  the  lOth  of 
Obtobef,  1806,  all  the  diities  in  the  first  thred  acts  bIibU 
absolutely  fcease  find  detertnine.  Now,  s/Uppose'  the 
legacy  is  not  paid  fbr  some  reason  till  aftet*  1806,  what 
duty  ?s  to  be  payable  th^n?  It  cttrmot  edi^ely  be  irrgiied 
Aaiit  trAs  the  intention  of  the  act  of  1700  toewmpt^ffom 
diity  sotnething  that  uras  liable  under  the  former  'ACts. 
'I'hat  would  be  an  absurdity  ^hich  k  s^ettii  impoesibie  do 
fmpiute  to  the  leg-islattire*  [Parke;  B.--Mr.  Ketty^rxAd 
adniit,  \f  thete  wa»  a  legacy  receipt  requireii  by  tiie*^ 
Geo.  3,  thenf,  after  the  year  1806,  such  a  ItgACy  receipt 
mtraft  be  given  stamped  nith  the  larger  duty;  buC'tie  aaya 
that  if  no  legacy  receipt  was  required  at  M  before  IWG, 
none^ould  be  reqtrired  after  1806].  In  tlie<ca9«  be&ine 
put^  of  the  mo^ey  having  been  paid  before  1796,  and 
a  receipt  given  by  the  trustees  to  the  executors,  can 
ift' be  disputed  that  that  receipt- mciet  be  stamped  ^th 
the  legacy  stamp  then  in  force  ?  [Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — 
It  could  not  be  gtven  in  evidence  -wi^ho^iit].  Then  sup- 
pose the  money  is  not  paid  tiH  after  1806 :  is  there  any 
duty  payable?  Certainly  not,  unless  the  retrospeetii^ 
clause,  as  it  is  called,  is  to  come  intoopenration,  becaci^e  tXL 
tlie  duties  under  the  old  acts  are  repealed.  [^At^r^M^'Bv^-^ 
There  is  another  mode  of  looking  at  the  I9th  seeti6n, 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  in  truth  a  qualifying  clause,  providing 
for  the  payment  of  the  duty  the  moment  it  became  veiled 
in  any  person  having  an  estate  of  inheritance  before  iM* 
laid  but  in  land.  'Parke,  B. — Your  argument  vta^  that  ft 
was  liable  before,  and  that  it  was  exempted  fhnn  daty  the 
moment  it  was  laid  out  in  land.  The  meaning  6f  the  act 
was  to  make  the  duty  payable  uponl  the  money  so  tobe 
laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  land,  in  all  cases  whei'e  it  can 
be  got  at.  It  can  be  got  at  in  all  cases  white  it  remanlsin 
money — it  can  be  got  at  in  all  cases  where  the'  corpciB 
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is  to  be  applied  in  favour  of  some  persow  who  is  actually  -£*«*•  rf  jP*««» 

entitled  to  the  corpus  itself  when  it  has  been  laid  out ;  but 

the  legislature  saw  that  there  were  intermediate   cases 

where  the  interests  of  parties  in  succession  would  arise, 

and  .where  there  would  be  a  difficulty  in  saying  what  was 

to  be  .paid  I  and  therefore  they  cut  the  knot  in  such  cases, 

and  exempted  it  from  liability  altogether.     If  somebody  is 

entitled  in  fee  before  it  gets  into  the  shape  of  land,  then 

the  entire  duty  is  paid  upon  it ;  but  if  it  is  invested  in  land, 

and  the  day  after  somebody  is  entitled  to  it  in  fee,  then  it  is 

exempt.]  •  That  is  the  view  insisted  upon  by  the  Crown: 

but  if  that  is  not  so,  there  cannot  be  any  great  difficulty  in 

giving  the  same  (so  called)  retrospective  operation  to  that 

clause  any  more  than  to  any  other  clause  of  the  act,  when 

it  is  clear  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  jtidgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B* — This  was  an  information  to  re- 
cover the  duties  upon  a  certain  legacy  of  the  residue  of 
the  personal  estate  of  Samuel  Malbon,  which  was  alleged 
by  the  information  to  be  paid  and  satisfied  to  John  Mal- 
bon in  the  year  IS32.  There  is  a  plea  by  the  defendants 
setting  forth  the  facts,  and  to  this  plea  there  is  a  de- 
muTxeTs 

The  testator  died  in  1791.  The  residue  of  the  estate, 
by  the  will  of  the  testator^  was  to  be  invested  in  land,  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses  as  the  real  estate  before  devised ; 
that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  of  Wm.  Gorst  for  his  lire,  with 
remainder  in  tail  to  his  issue,  and  for  default  of  issue,  with 
remainder  to  the  useof  Samuel  Malbon  for  his  life,  with 
remainder  in  tail  to  his  issue  in  strict  settlement ;  remainder 
to  Ralph  Malbon  for  his  life,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  his 
issue.  The  residue  was  to  be  in  the  hands  of  his  executors 
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E^h.  ef  Pleas,  until  ifiTesteoU  and  the  intereBt  and  diyidenda^  until  laid 
^  '  -»     out  in  land,  were  directed  to  be  applied  to  the  aame  uses 
aa  the  land. 

The  residue  was  ascertained  to  be  14,O002.|  and  waa  in* 
vested  in  mortgage  in  the  names  of  the  executors  William 
Oorst  and  Williaan  Vivian  before  the  year  1796,  and 
before  the  act  of  36  Geo.  3,  c.5i.    After  which  William 
Vivian  died,  and  William  Gorst,  who  enjoyed  the  interest 
during  his  life,  became  the  surviving  executor.    He  died 
without  issue  in  1825,  and  appointed  the  defendants  his 
ezeeators.     The  money  has  remained  as  originally  invested 
ion  mortgage,  and  has  now  become  the  property  of  John 
Malbon,  as  one  of  the  persons  in  remainder  under  the  will. 
And  it  is  charged  in  the  first  count  of  the  informatien,  and 
admitted  in  th«  jdea,  that  the  defendants,  as  executors  of 
the  original  testator,  having  taken  upon  themselves  the 
execution  of  this  vrill,  have,  in  the  year  183S,  paid  and 
satisfied  the  residue  aforesaid  to  the  said  John  Kfaibon,  as 
the   person  so  entitled  under  this   will.     The  question 
arises  upon  the  application  to  these  facts  of  the  65  Geo.  3, 
c  184.    The  material  words  to  be  found  in  the  third  part 
of  the  schedule  to  that  act  relating  to  legacies  and  suc- 
cessions to  personal  estate  are  these :  *'  Where  the  testator 
or  intestate  died  before  or  upon  the  5th  of  April,  1805, 
for  every  legacy,  specific,  pecuniary,  or  of  Uny  other  de- 
scription, of  the  amount  or  value  of  SOL  or  upwards,  given 
by  the  will  of  any  person  who  died  on  or  before  the  5th 
day  of  April,  1805,  out  of  his  personal  or  moveable  estate, 
and  which  shall  be  paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  or 
discharged  after  the  31st  day  of  August,  1815,  and  for  the 
clear  residue  when  devolving  on  one  person,  and  for  every 
share  of  the  clear  residue  when  devolving  on  two  or  more 
persons  of  the  personal  estate  of  any  person  who  died 
before  the  5th  day  of  April,  1805,  when  the  same  shall  he 
paid,  delivered,  retained,  satisfied,  and  dischai^ed,  after 
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the  81st  day  of  August,  1816,"  certain  rates  of  duty  are  *^;*Sf/*'*"' 

to  be  paid,  not  material  to  be  stated.  ^ 

Now  it  is  clear  in  this  case  that  the  testator  died  befave     Attorhey- 

Obwual 
the  5tb  day  of  April,  1805;  and  it  is  admitted  by.  the 

pleadings  that  the  clear  residue  of  Us  personal  estate,  not 

being  laid  out  in  land,  was  paid  and  satisfied  by  the 

defendants  to  John  Malbon,  the  person  now  entitled  to  it 

under  the  willi  after  the  31st  day  of  August,  1815l    There* 

fore  the  case  falls  precisely  within  the  words  of  the  sobe- 

dule^  and  roust  be  governed  by  them,  .unless  it  can  be 

gathered  by  some  necessary  iofereoee  arising  from  the 

several  acts  in  pari  maleria,  taken  altogether,  that  it  is  an 

excepted  case. 

A^ordingfy  it  has  been  contended,  that  it  appeart  by 

the  pleadinga  that  the  clear  residue  was  appropriated  and 

paid  to  the  first  person  entitled  to  it  under  the  will,  in  the 

year  1793,  before  any  of  the  acts  existed  which  could 

have  relation  to  this  will.  And  if  the  only  person  eDtHled  to 

this  residue  thad  been  William  Gorst,  the  fixst  taker,  there 

.might  have  been  great  force  in  that  argument;  the  legacy 

might  have  been  considered  as  paid  and  satisfied  to  bin, 

by  the  final  application  of  its  ascertained  amount  to  his 

use  before  any  of  the  statutes  could  reach  it    But  upon 

looking  at  the  will)  it  appears  that  by  the  course  of  events 

the  same  residue  might  devolve  upon  a  succession  of  per- 

aoQ3  before  it  was  laid  out  in  land,  and  that  the  eieeutors 

are  expieasly  charged  to  keep  it  in  their  controul  until  kid 

out  in  land ;  and  it  appears  by  the  pleadings  that  events 

have  happened  by  which  the  residue,  still  bei^g  pergonal 

estate,  has  devolved  upon  John  Malbon  under  the  pro- 

visiona  of  the  will,  and  that  it  was  paid  and  satisfied 

to  him  in  the  year  183S  by  the  defendants  i|i  the.eae* 

outioa  of  the  will*     it  was  therelbre  in  the  state  and 

form  to  which  the  act  of  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  applies,  and 

it  was  paid  within  the  time  which  that  act  embraces. 


596 


CASES IM  THE  EXCHEQUER^ 


BjccJUi  qf^  Pjtuuf,  1^0  qu/estiQO  caQ  ^rise  upon  any  former  appropriation  or 


sjujppo^ed  payment  of  it :  as  it  is  clear  that  if  a  legacy 
p^ssii^.to  sereral  persons  in  succession ,  according  to  the 
dir^ctjions  of  a  will^  can  be  properly  said  to  be  paid  and 
S9^isfie4.tQ,  ^ach  of  them  in  turn,  the  words  of  the  scbe* 
4u^>  and  of  tbe  statute  36  Gea  3,  c.  5%  which  provides 
fiplTiSupb  ca9es«  may  apply  to  the  last  of  these  payments, 
if  v^aAj^  aftec  the  31st  day  of  August,  1815,  although 
Ql^4)r  mora  of  the  6rst  payments  may  ha^e  taken  place 
hejEbrjei  tb^stidate.  It  is  not  neoeasaryi  therefore,  to  refer 
to,(t;tie.c<M9»  which,  have  been  cited  at  the  bar  to  ascertain 
whfrt  fhall  h^  decerned  a  payment  and  satisfaction  of  a  resi- 
due, and  at  what  time  it  shall  be  deemed  to  have  taken 
p]i|ce^  when,  by  the  admitted  (acts  which  appear  upon  the 
p}9s4i»gs»  th^  payment  and  discharge  in  question  did  not 
ti^ki^  place  i^^til  the  year  183^. 

■  .The  main  ground  on  which  the  defendant's  counsel  re* 
lied  was,  that  tbe  act  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  although  retro- 
spective'as  to  the  rate  of  duties  which  were  payable  under 
the  fermf  r  existing  acts  upon  legacies  left  by  persons  dy- 
iiig  berfore  the  5th  day  of  April,  1805^  was  not  retrospect 
tiy^  of  those  willsy  upon  the  legacies  under  which  no  duty 
WA^  paorablew  In  other  wctfds,  that  the  act  was  intended  to 
raise.  M^  duty  where  a  duty  was  before  payable,  but  not  to 
iipBPae  a  duty  upon  any  legacy  which  was  before  subject 
t9,i3^ne«.  As  tbe  equity  of  tbe  duty  on  legacies  and  sue* 
cessions  to  personal  estate  was  supposed  to  consist  in  this, 
that  though  ^  direct  tax  u|>on  capital,  it  affected  no  exist-* 
iqg, interest,  and  as  all  direct  taxes  upon  capital  roust  be 
UpjusI  if  they  are  partial,  the  Court  not  only  lent  a  wUl* 
ing  ear  to  this  argument,  but  would  gladly  have  discovered 
any  legal  ground  for  excluding  by  construction  any  impo- 
sition of  the  tax,  even  by  way  of  increase,  upon  interests 
not  in  hope,  expectancy,  or  speculation,  but  actually  ex« 
iatiag  and  forming  part  of  the  calculated  and  lawful  re^ 
sources  of  individuals. 
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But,  upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  statutes,' lio  such  ^^l^^J^' 
distinction  can  be  found.  It  is  remarkable  thattheact 
which  first  imposed  a  duty  upon  legacies  th^mselres  ai^ 
contradistinguished  from  the  duty  upon  the  m^re  recetptSi' 
namely,  the  36  Geo.  S,  c.  51?,  is  an  act  confined  to  that  sub- 
ject, and  with  a  title  iroportitig  the  subject  of  it; 'and  that 
the  act  which  first  charged  duties  upon  legacies  payable 
out  of  land,  namely,  the  45  Geo.  3,  c.  ^8,  in  like  mdtitier 
is  confined  to  the  subject,  and  has  a  title  to  atti*act  atten- 
tion to  it;  in  both  of  which  acts  there  lire  exf^resi  btauses 
to  confine  their  operation  to  wills  subsequently  made;' 
whereas  the  retrospective  enactments  are  to  be  found  onl/ 
in  the  schedules  to  genferal  stamp  acts.  '  '' 

It  appears,  then,  that  by  the  44  Geo.  9,  c  96,  s.  19,  the 
duties  on  receipts  for  legacies  which  were  imposed  by  thi^' 
acts  previous  to  the  36  Geo.  3,  were  continued  f6t  tW6' 
years  only;  and  that  by  the  schedule  to  the  sAhieact  ilhe 
new  duties  upon  legacies  were  imposed  after  the  ex|)ifa* 
tion  of  these  two  years,  and  by  retrospect  Upcti  legaci^* 
under  wills  of  persons  who  had  died  at  any  period  ahtece-* 
dent  to  the  27th  of  April/1796,  when  those  legacies  shciuhi 
be  paid  after  the  expiration  of  those  two  years;  aAd  by 
the  schedule  to  the  last  act  of  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  befotc^' 
referred  to,  the  duties  which  existed  at  the  time  of  pass-^ 
ing  that  act  are  charged  by  retrospect  upon  aH  legacies  left 
by  persons  dying  before  the  5th  day  of  April,  '1805,  and 
which  should  be  paid  after  the  3Ist  day  of  August,  1815: 
There  is  no  exception,  therefore,  to  be  found  in  favour  of 
any  actual  interest,  for  whatever  length  of  time  ft  might* 
have  been  vested,  provided  it  was  not  actually  reduced 
into  possession,  and  the  executor  fully  exonerated,  before 
the  last^mentioned  period. 

An  attempt  was  made  in  the  argument  to  distmguish 
from  others  the  cases  of  legacies  left  to  be  laid  out  in  land; ' 
as  if  these  were  in  the  nature  of  devises  of  land ;  and  it 
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Attorney* 
Gbmbral 

m 


Bjuik.  of  PUttt,  was  said  that  the  act  of  36  Geo.  3,  c.  62,  was  the  act  which 
1837 
\.^^^^^^S~^     first  charged  this  sort  of  legacy  with  a  duty,  confining  it  to 

the  cases  of  persons  dying  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  a£ 
if  that  act  hiad  merely  increased  the  rat^  of  dnty  upon  other 
legaci^g,  but  iiaftposed  fbr  (he  first  time  a  duty  ttpon  the 
legacies  to  be  laid  out  in  land.  If  there  were  any  ground 
for  *  this  disCinctioD,  the  consequence  would  not  fotlow  that 
legacies  of  tins  kind  shouM  be  exempted  from  the  retro- 
spective clauses  in  the  subsequent  acts.  But  in  tnrfli  tbe 
distinction  does  not  exiM.  There  fs  no  reason  for  sup- 
posing that 'legacies  to  be  bid  out  in  land  were  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  foiteer  acts  irtiposing  a  stamp  diity  upon 
receipts,  whenever  a  receipt  for  such  a  legacy  might  be 
gttem  Nor  does  the  act  of  S6Geo.S;c.S£,  impose  a 
doty  upon  tiie  legacy  itself  in  these  cases,  any  more  than 
it  does  upon  legacies  of  mere  per:ional  estate.  Both 
classes  are  for  the  first  time  made  subject  to  duties,  inde- 
pendently of  the  stamp  duties  upon  the  receipts ;  and  re- 
ceipts are  for  the  first  time  made  imperative  fbr  both  un- 
der a  penalty,  and  the  executor  as  well  as  the  legatee  are 
made  for  the  first  time  accountable  parties  for  both.  There 
isHO  more  reason,  therefore,  for  excepting  this  class  of'lega- 
cies,  to  be  laid  out  in  land,  than  there  is  for  ejccepting  M. 
others,  from  the  operation  of  the  retrospective  schedules. 
Upon  these  grounds  we  are  of  opmion  that  judgment 
upon  this  demurt^r  ought  to  be  entered  fot*  the  Crown. 


Judgment  for  the  Crown, 
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JSxdL  rf  PlMM, 

Teague  v.  Morse.  v.-£-v— a-*^ 

XHE  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,,  on  the  DecUntion  on 
12th  of  March,  1836,  made  his  promissory  note  in  writingi  JJo^e^^dlSd^ 
and  thereby  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  30/.  13«.  6</.  i^th  March, 

J*  11  I        /^f  .        ,.>r     1  -.AM.  183S,  whereby 

as  follows;  namely,  21.  on  the  12th  day  of  April  then  the  defendant 
next,  the  further  sum  of  SI.  on  the  12th  day  of  May  S^^Wntiff*^^ 
then  next,  and  the  like  further  sum  of  2L  on  the  12th  '^t  l^-  ^"^'i 

BS  foUowi;  Tis. 

day  of  each  and  every  succeeding  month  afterwards,  until  si.  on  the  i2th 
the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  SOL  I3s.  Gd.  should  have  the  fartherTum 
been  fully  paid  and  satisfied  ;  and  that  in  case  of  default  ?2th*May*Ihen 
in  payment  of  any  one  of  the  said  instalments,  then  and  »«'^  ^^  ^^ 

like  ram  of  2i. 

in  such  case  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  to  the  plain-  on  the  I2th  diy 
tiff,  or  order,  on  demand,  the  said  sum  of  30A  13«.  6d.,  or  cvc^samed. 
so  much  thereof  as  should  be  and  remain  unpaid  at  the  Jj^f^^/^^^J^he" 
time  of  such  default.  And  the  defendant,  on  the  day  and  "^^oie  should  be 
year  first  aforesaid,  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  plain-  incase^ofde^' 
tiff,  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  same  according  oUny^^Hr^ 
to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof;  and  the  plaintiff  avers  the  iniiaimenti, 

then  the  defen- 

that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1 5th  day  of  May,  in  the  dant  promised 
year  of  our  Lord  1836,  default  was  made  by  the  defendant  jSJnfii^or^* 
in  payment  of  divers,  to  wit,  two  of  the  said  instalments  o'd«^on  de- 

*    ^  ^  mand,  the  sum 

of  2/.  each  by  the  said  note  so  payable  as  aforesaid^  being  of  soi:  }s*.6d., 

the  first  two  instalments  thereby  made  payable  ;  whereby,  thereof  as  should 

and  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  note,  the  "^^^^^^^^^ 

defendant  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  averred  that 

said  sum  of  30/.  I3s.  6d. ;  yet  the  defendant  hath  disre-  made  in  pay- 
garded  his  promise,  and  hath  not  paid  the  said  sum  of  ^^  ^^^  iQ^^ai- 

80/.  13i.  6rf.,  or  any  part  thereof.  ments,whereby, 

'  •'   *^  according  to 

General  demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer.  the  tenor  and 

The  point  stated  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  de-  note,  the  defen- 
fendant  was,  that  by  default  in  payment  of  the  instal-  Jjlwe^^y 
ments,  or  any  of  them,  the  note  mentioned  in  the  declara-  *?  the  piainUff 

,  ,  -  the  said  sum  of 

tion  did  not  become  payable  without  a   demand  of  the  90L  is«.  6d, 

General  de- 
murrer, on  the  ground  that,  by  default  in  payment  of  the  instalments,  the  note  did  not  become 
payable  without  a  demand  of  the  amount  of  it  :—Held,  that  the  demurrer  was  too  large. 
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£*ck.  of  PUat,  amount  of  it:  and  that  the  declaration  was  bad,  for  not 
1837. 
V      V  '  '^     averring  a  demand  of  payment  of  so  much  of  the  note  as 

Teaoub       ^as  unpaid  at  the  time  of  the  default. 

Morse. 

JR.  V.  Richards,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  de- 
claration is  bad.  It  does  not  contain  any  averment  of  a 
demand ;  and  although  it  is  settled  that,  upon  a  bill  payable 
on  demand,  the  bringing  of  the  action  is  a  sufficient  demand, 
that  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  pay  21.  per  month ;  and  in  case 
of  default  in  payment  of  any  one  of  the  instalments,  the 
whole  sum  is  payable  on  demand.  But  the  defendant 
cannot  know,  unless  a  demand  is  made,  whether  the  plain- 
tiff means  to  insist  on  payment  of  the  whole  amount  or  not. 
He  may  bring  his  action  either  for  the  whole  amount 
of  the  note,  or  for  an  instalment.  If  he  chooses  to  demand 
the  whole,  he  may  do  so ;  but  until  he  insists  upon  that 
by  a  demand  of  it,  it  does  not  become  payable.  In  Biris  v. 
Trippeit  (a),  it  was  held  that,  in  assumpsit  on  a  promise  to 
pay  a  collateral  sum  on  request,  an  actual  request  is  ne- 
cessary before  an  action  can  be  brought,  and  the  declara- 
tion must  aver  a  request.  Here  the  contract  to  pay  the 
whole  sum  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty ;  so  in  Biris  r. 
Trippeit,  the  contract  was  to  perform  the  award,  and,  if 
not,  to  pay  40/.  on  request :  and  the  Court  held  an  actual 
request  necessary. 

Pabke,  B. — ^What  do  you  say  to  the  two  instalments 
being  due  ?  The  demurrer  is  too  large :  (here  is  clearly  a 
debt  as  to  those  two  instalments. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
{a)  1  Saund.  32. 
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Jones  v.  Turndull.  ^^      >^-— / 

W>  '  .'■'  '^         '  "  '^ 

JlZj ATT  hsLYing^  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  obtained  Where  4nun- 

an  interpleader  rule,   calling  upon  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupt 

plaintifT  to  support  their  claim  to  the  money  for  which  the  ^^^foV  *^i*^" 

action  was  brought,  it  now  appeared  from  the  affidavits  done  by  him, 

that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  still  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  ence  a  certain 

had  after  his  bankruptcy  done  considerable  repairs  to  a  "'be^diie'to"^ 

house  of  the  defendant  on  his  own  account,  and  in  thkt  ***"?»  ^^^^^  ^^ 

work   had  employed  several  workmen ;  that  the  plamtin  thereupon 

had  afterwards  brought  an  action  against  the  defendant  the  defendant : 

for  the  price  of  the  repairs,  but  in  consequence  of  the  crd-  J["f^J''n|!^n^" 

dit  on  which  they  were  done  not  having  expired,  he  wais  ^'^^s  brought 
.      .       T  ,  1  .  1  ^         ,         •     by  the  bank- 

nonsuited.     It  was,  however,  at  the  trial,  referred  to  a  ruptforthe 
barrister  to  ascertain  what  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  in  re-  fJUdjmt'mig^ 
spect  of  the  repairs,  and  an  award  having  been  made,  "'|  ^^^  Jj^ 
finding  that  there  was  a  sum  of  124/.  due  to  him,  his  as-  interpleader 
signees  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  they  claimed  their  claim,  and 
the  amount  as  part  of  the  plaintiff's  estate.     The  defend-  JJlfe  t^^entf 
ant  having,  in  consequence  of  that  notice,  refused  to  paV  ****  bankrupt's 

»   -      .«>    T  .  ,  ,  r«.  attorney  for 

the  plaintiff,  the  present  action  was  brought.    The  attor-  Uieir  costs  in 
neys  who  had  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  former  ^i^  tlndThere- 
action,   as  well  as  on  the  reference,   claimed   A  lien  as  ^"fnceojgbt 

'  '  ^  ,      tobesatified 

against  the  assignees  for  the  amount  of  their  bill.  out  of  the 

amount  claimed. 

Cbandlesst  for  the  assignees. — This  demand  was  dearly 
part  of  the  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the  assignees 
were  entitled :  Poole  v.  Crofion  (a).  Before  the  Inter- 
pleader Act,  if  an  action  had  been  brought  against  the 
defendant  by  the  assignees,  it  would  ha.ve  been  no  answ^ 
as  to  any  part  of  the  demand,  that  the  attorneys,  under 
the .  circunistanceSf  were  entitled  to  a  lien  for  their  costs 
in  the  former  action  and  reference ;  and  the  introduction 
of  the  Interpleader  Act  could  not  affect  the  legal  rights  of 

(a)  1  B.&Adol.568. 
VOL.  II.  R  R  M.  W. 
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&ck  ^  P£Mf,  the  parties,  according  to  which  alone  a  court  of  law  must 
'  ->     decide.    It  could  not  rest  in  the  option  of  the  holder  of  the 
JoHEs         money,  for  whose  benefit  the  act  was  passed,  and  who 
ToRMBOLL.     might  or  might  not  aTail  himself  of  it,  to  determine  faj 
his  conduct  whether  or  no  the  other  party  should  be  en- 
titled to  the  amount 

Kelly,  contra,  submitted  that,  the  case  coming  before 
the  Court  on  an  interpleader  rule,  the  equitable  as  well 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  ought  to  be  adjusted, 

P£R  Curiam. — It  is  clear  that  the  assignees  ought  not 
to  receive  this  money  without  satisfying  the  lien  of  the 
attorneys ;  it  is  an  equitable  right  as  against  them,  who 
have  the  benefit  of  the  claim,  which  has  been  rendered 
productive  by  the  services  of  the  bankrupt. 

Rule  accordingly. 


Laidler  v.  Burlinson. 

Trofer  fcrooe-  X  ROVER  for  one-fourth  part  of  a  ship.  The  defend- 
In  the  year  '  ant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff 
bfo^banknipky!    ^^*  "®*  posscsscd  ss  of  his  own  property  of  the  said  one- 

oac  J.  L.  carried 

on  businen  at  a  ship  builder;  and  on  the  10th  June,  1833,  the  following  agreement  waa  entered 
into: — "  Particulars  and  description  of  a  new  ship  now  about  one-third  built  in  the  yard  of  J.  L.;'* 
then  there  followed  a  description  of  the  length,  breadth,  and  depth  of  the  ship,  the  number  of 
tons  she  was  to  carry,  and  the  timbers,  and  particulars  of  every  thing  that  she  was  to  be  built 
of  and  supplied  with,  "  for  the  sum  of  1750/.,  and  payment  as  follows,  opposite  to  each  respectitt 
name."  This  agreement  was  signed  by  J.  L.;  and  after  his  signature  followed  these  words: — 
"  We,  the  undersigned,  hereby  engage  to  uke  shares  in  the  before  mentioned  ▼essel,  as  set 
opposite  to  our  retpcctive  names,  and  also  the  mode  of  payment."  Thu  was  signed  by  several 
perMns  for  different  shares  and  at  different  times,  and,  amongst  the  rest,  by  the  plaintiff  for 
one  fourth,  in  October  1833.  Below  these  signatures  was  written  the  following: — '*  Hth  July, 
1S33— I  hereby  agree  to  accept  the  above  price  and  mode  of  payment — J.  L."  The  plaintiff 
proved  payment  for  bis  share  by  bills  before  the  bankruptcy  of  J.  L.  The  T.  C.  Company  signed 
the  agreement  for  one-fourth,  of  which  company  one  H.  was  a  member,  and  used  to  go  to  look  at 
the  vessel  when  building,  and  occasionally  found  fault  with  the  work,  which  was  improved  in  con« 
sequence,  and  J.  L.  told  his  foreman  to  act  under  H.'s  direction.  At  the  time  of  the  bankruptoy, 
the  frame  of  the  vessel  was  on  the  stocks  in  J.  L.'s  building-yard  in  an  nn6nished  state,  and, 
after  the  bankruptcy,  some  of  the  men  continued  to  work  upon  her,  and  receive  their  money 
from  H.:-— lleitf,  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  property  in  one-fourth  of  the  vetael  did  not 
pan  to  T.  L.,  the  pUinti£ 
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fourth  part  of  the  ship ;  and  thirdly,  that  before  the  supposed  ^ch.  ofPUa^, 

conversion,  one  James  Laing  became  a  bankrupt,  and  the  ^ 

defendant  was  appointed  his  assignee,  and  that  at  the  time       Laiolee 

of  the  bankruptcy  the  ship  was  in  the  possession,  order,     buelimbon. 

and  disposition  of  him  the  said  James  Laing,  as  reputed 

owner,  by  consent  of  the  true  owner.     Upon  the  two  first 

pleas  the  plaintiff  took  issue,  and  to  the  last  plea  he  replied, 

that  the  said  ship  was  not  by  the  consent  and  permission 

of  the  plaintiff,  as  true  owner  thereof,  in  the  possession, 

order,  or  disposition  of  the  said  James  Laing  as  reputed 

owner;  and  upon  this  also  issue  was  joined.    At  the  trial, 

at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  Northumberland,  18S6,  before 

Liord  Denman,  C.  J.,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 

for  200L,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the 

following  case. 

In  the  year  ISS*"),  and  until  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy, 
James  Laing  carried  on  business  as  a  ship-builder,  at 
Middlesborough,  in  the  county  of  York.  An  agreement, 
signed  by  James  Laing  and  the  plaintiff,  and  the  other 
parties  whose  names  purport  to  be  thereunto  signed,  was 
produced  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  which  was  as  follows: — 

''  Middlesborough,  10th  June,  183S. 
"  Particulars  of  build  and  description  of  a  new  ship  now 
about  one-third  built,  in  the  yard  of  James  Laing.  Length 
of  keel  aground  75  ft.  6  in. ;  rake  forward,  7  ft. ;  rake  of 
post,  1ft.  Gin. ;  extreme  breadth,  84ft.  4 in.;  depth  of 
hold,  13 fit.  4 in.:  and  will  admeasure  200  tons  register, 
and  carry  14  keels  of  coals  at  18  ft.  9  in.  water.  Keelfiners, 
Eng.  elm  forward,  and  aft,  Am. ;  in-midships  frame  all  £ng«; 
also  stem,  stempost,  and  hooks;  floors,  10}  to  11  inches, 
sided  and  moulded  first  futtocks,  8|  by  9;  second  ditto,  7} 
by  8 ;  top  timbers,  7  by  6  at  the  wales,  and  4  inches  top 
height ;  keelsons  Am.  oak;  outside  plank  below  the  light 
marks.  Am.  elm,  birch,  or  Engl,  beech,  8}  inches  in  the  flat; 
three  strakes  of  4-inch  in  each  bilge,  and  two  strakes  of 

R  r8 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  3-inch  and  2  and  a  half  upwards;  from  thence  3-inch  oak 
to  the  wales;  the  wales  three  strakes  of  4  inch»  two  black 
strakes  3-inch  and  2^,  top-sides  2|-inch  ;  paint  strake  and 
covering  boards  3*inch;  water  ways  4-inch;  all  oak  decks; 
S-inch  red  pine  ceiling;  one  strake  of  3-inch  next  the  keel- 
son; part  of  floor  ^|-inch;  three  strakes  of  3|-inch  in  the 
bilge,  from  thence  2|-inch  in  the  midships,  and  S-inch  the 
ends ;  two  strakes  of  3-inch  beam  clamps,  4-inch  stringer 
above  the  HB.  and  ceiling,  between  decks  ^inch,  and  one 
strake  of  3-inch  deck  beam  clamp.  To  have  1 1  HBeams 
and  15  deck  beams,  fastened  with  wood  or  iron  lodging 
knees ;  to  have  five  hooks  forward,  and  have  sufficient  coam- 
ing, windlass,  bits,  catheads,  rudder,  capstern,  boats,  check- 
ers, hatches,  bulkheads,  and  the  hull  to  be  completed  in 
every  respect  with  carpentry,  joiner,  blacksmith,  turner, 
painter  and  plumber  work,  long-boat  and  skiff,  and  to  be  fit- 
ted out  with  all  spars,  masts,  cordage,  chains,  anchors,  coo- 
per stores  and  every  other  stores  sufficient  and  as  usual  in 
the  coal  trade,  and  ready  to  take  in  a  cargo  of  coals  without 
any  extra  whatever,  and  to  be  launched  in  the  early  part  of 
September  next.  Two  chain  cables  85  fathoms  each,  one 
chain  hawser  60  fathoms,  hempen  tow-line  and  two  warps, 
a  spare  topsail,  foresail,  and  fore-topmast  staysail ;  the 
paint-strakes  to  be  English  oak;  for  the  sum  of  ITSOiL,  and 
payment  as  follows  opposite  to  each  respective  name/'  This 
agreement  was  signed  by  James  Laing,  and  after  his  sig- 
nature followed  these  words : — "  We  the  undersigned  here- 
by engage  to  take  shares  in  the  before-mentioned  vessel, 
as  set  opposite  to  our  respective  names,  and  also  the  mode 
of  payment : 

Tees  Coal  Company  pay-%  6  mo.  29,  Bill,  £S00  0  0 
ment  for  one-fourth,     J  7  mo.  12,  Cash,    238    2  11 

James  Laing. 

John  Atkinson,  one  eighth;  payment  in  rope  and 
canvas. 

Thomas  Laidler,  one-fourth. 
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William  B.  Earle,  one-eighth.  &«*•  ^  ^^^% 

William  Fairbridge  one  sixteenthj  Cash,  55/.  July  S5,  ^ 

1833.  Laiolbr 

Philip  and  Joseph  Heselton,  one-eighth.  Burlinbom. 

Anthony  Harris,  for  one  sixteenth,  Cash-k 
and  goods,  103/.  15*.  9rf.— 12  mo.  5,  183S.  J  ^^'  ^*^"8' 

'' Middleborough,  14th  July,  18S3.    I  hereby  agree  to 
accept  the  above  price  and  mode  of  payment. 

James  Laing.'* 

In  the  month  of  October,  1833,  the  plaintiff  entered 
into  and  signed  the  above  agreement.  Wm.  B.  Earle, 
Fairbridge,  and  P.  and  J.  Heselton  afterwards,  and  be- 
fore the  act  of  bankruptcy,  at  separate  times  entered 
into  and  signed  the  agreement.  Anthony  Harris,  whose 
name  appears  last  as  a  party  subscribing  it,  on  the  18th  of 
January,  1834,  (and  not  before,  although  it  purports  to 
bear  date  in  December),  the  day  after  James  Laing  com- 
mitted the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the  fiat  hereinafter 
mentioned  was  founded,  entered  into  and  signed  the  agree- 
ment in  question.  It  is  to  be  taken  for  the  purpose 
of  this  case,  that  whatever  might  be  the  effect  of  the 
agreement  as  to  passing  the  property  in  the  respective 
shares  to  the  several  parties,  at  all  events  one-sixteenth, 
which  A.  Harris  agreed  to  buy,  did  not  pass  to  him,  but 
became  vested  in  the  defendant,  as  assignee  of  James 
Laing  under  his  bankruptcy.  In  order  to  prove  payment 
by  the  plaintiff  to  Laing  for  his  proportion  of  the  ship,  he 
gave  in  evidence  the  following  facts,  viz. :  that  in  the 
month  of  June,  1833,  he  had  accepted  a  bill  for  30/., 
drawn  by  Laing  upon  him,  and  which  was  paid  by  him 
when  due ;  also  that  another  bill,  dated  S9th  October, 
1833,  was  drawn  by  Laing  upon  and  accepted  by  the 
plaintiff  for  393/.  6««  8</. ;  and  he  then  proved  that  on  the 
5th  of  December,  1833,  timber  to  the  amount  in  value 
of  189/.  \9^.^\d,  was  supplied  by  him  to  Laing,  which 
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Bxeh.  if  PUMt  was  expressly  agreed  at  the  time  of  the  supply  to  be  taken 
in  part  payment  for  the  said  vessel. 

In  the  month  of  June,  18«S3^  the  said  James  Laing  had 
the  ship,  in  respect  of  which  this  action  is  brought,  about 
one-third  built,  and  in  his  ship-yard,  and  he  had  at  that 
time  no  other  ship  upon  the  stocks ;  and  from  that  time 
until  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  James  Laing  he  pro- 
ceeded with  the  building  of  this  ship,  and  after  the  signa- 
ture of  the  plaintiff  to  this  agreement,  expended  large  sums 
of  money  in  and  about  building  it.  The  Tees  Coal  Compa- 
ny whose  signature  appears  to  the  agreement,  consisted  at 
that  time  of  two  persons  named  Taylor  and  Harris.  Har- 
ris used  to  go  and  look  at  the  vessel  when  building,  and 
occasionally  found  fault  with  the  work,  which  was  im- 
proved in  consequence,  and  the  bankrupt  had  told  his 
foreman  to  act  under  Harris's  direction.  On  the  17th  of 
January,  1834,  Laing  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and 
on  the  S5th  of  the  same  month  a  fiat  issued  thereon  against 
him,  under  which  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt;  and  the 
defendant  was  duly  appointed  assignee  of  his  estate  and 
effects.  At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  the  frame  of 
the  said  vessel  was  on  the  stocks  in  Laing*s  building-yard, 
in  an  unfinished  state,  and  after  the  bankruptcy  some  men 
continued  to  work  and  receive  their  money  from  Harris. 

The  messenger  under  the  fiat  seized  and  took  posses- 
sion of  the  ship  in  the  building-yard  of  James  Laing. 

The  vessel  was  ultimately  completed. 

To  prove  a  conversion  by  the  defendant  of  the  ship  in 
question,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  proved  that  on  the  li4th 
of  January,  1835,  he,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  made  a 
demand  of  the  vessel  on  the  defendant,  who  answered 
that  he  had  sold  it  for  970/.  or  980/.  to  a  person  named 
Metcalfe,  who,  at  the  time  of  the  demand,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  had  possession  of  it. 
The  vessel,  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  was  not  in  the 
.possession,  order,  or  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  as  re- 
puted owner  thereof. 
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The  first  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whe-  Exeh.  of  Pleat, 
ther  or  not  the  property  in  one-fourth  of  the  vessel  passed 
to  the  plaintiff  under  the  above  circumstances ;  if  not,  a 
verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant.  If  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  property  passed,  but  that  the 
defendant  had  not  been  guilty  of  a  conversion,  then  a  non- 
suit to  be  entered ;  but  if  the  property  passed,  and  the 
defendant  had  been  guilty  of  a  conversion,  then  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  for  2001.  It  is  to  be  taken  as  a  fact,  that 
if  the  property  in  one-fourth  passed  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  was  tenant  in  common  of  the  vessel  with  the 
plaintiff* 

S.  Temple,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  first  question  is, 
whether,  by  this  agreement,  the  property  in  the  ship  passed 
from  the  bankrupt  to  the  purchasers.  The  distinction  is 
this: — ^where  an  artisan,  directed  to  make  an  article  not  in 
being,  prepares  to  make  it,  and  goes  on  executing  the  order, 
but  has  power  within  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  deliver 
that  article  or  a  similar  one,  no  property  passes  until  the 
article  is  actually  delivered ;  but  where  the  article  is  in 
being  at  the  time,  the  property  vests  at  once  in  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  artisan  is  bound  to  deliver  that  specific 
article.  In  Mucklow  v.  Mangles  (a),  it  was  held  that  if  a 
person  contracts  with  another  for  a  chattel  which  is  not  in 
existence  at  the  iime  of  the  contract,  though  the  purchaser 
pays  the  whole  value  in  advance,  and  the  seller  proceeds 
to  execute  the  order,  the  former  acquires  no  property  in  the 
chattel  until  it  is  finished  and  delivered  to  him.  Heath,  J., 
there  says : — *'  If  the'  thing  be  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
order,  the  property  of  it  passes  by  the  contract,  but  not  so 
where  the  subject  is  to  be  made.*'  This  decision  was  recog- 
nised in  Woods  v.  Russell  (b),  which  is  more  like  thapresent 
case,  and  is  an  authority  in  point.  [Alderson^  B. — In  Woods 

(a)  1  Taunt.  318.  {h)  6  B.  &  Aid.  942. 
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Erch.  of  Pieatf  v.  Russell^  that  was  not  the  important  point.]     The  obser-' 
vations  o{  Abbott,  C.  J.>  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  are  strongly  applicable.     He  says :  "  This  ship  is 
built  upon  a  special  contract,  and  it  is  part  of  the  terms  of 
the  contract  that  given  portions  of  the  price  shall  be  paid 
according  to  the  progress  of  the  work ;  part  when  the  keel  is 
laid,  part  when  they  are  at  the  light  plank.     The  pay- 
ment of  these  instalments  appears  to  us  to  appropriate 
specifically  to  the  defendant  the  very  ship  so  in  progress, 
and  to  vest  in  the  defendant  a  property  in  that  ship,  and 
that  as  between  him  and  the  builder  he  is  entitled  to  insist 
upon  the  completion  of  that  very  ship,  and  that  the  builder 
is  not  entitled  to  require  him  to  accept  any  other."     It  is 
true  that  this  conclusion  is  somewhat  qualified  in  Clarke 
▼.  Spence  (a),  where  Williams^  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court,  after  reading  the  above  passage,  says, 
''  If  it  be  intended  in  this  passage  that  the  specific  appro- 
priation of  the  parts  of  a  vessel  while  in  progress,  how- 
ever made,  of  itself  vests  the  property  in  the  person  who 
gives  the  order,  the  proposition  in  so  general  a  form  may 
be  doubtful.'*     But  the  present  case  is  much  stronger  in  its 
circumstances  than  Woods  v.  Russell.    There  no  ship  was 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  it  was  held  to 
be  an  appropriation  of  the  specific  chattel  only  when  the 
first  instalment  was  paid ;  but  here  there  was  an  express 
contract  for  a  specific  chattel,  one-third  of  which  was  in 
existence  at  the  time.  The  agVeement  states  it  to  be  ''  one- 
third  built."    No  instalments  were  to  be  paid  from  time 
to  time,  but  the  whole  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid,  and 
was  paid.     The  bankrupt  could  not  have  built  for  these 
parties  another  ship  answering  the  description,  but  was 
bound  to  deliver  that  identical  ship.  In  Woods  v.  Russell,  it 
is  true  there  was  the  usual  certificate  of  the  builder  that  the 
ship  was  registered,  which,in  Clarke  v.  Spence,  was  thought 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  467  >  6  Nev.  &  Man.  399. 
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to  have  influenced  the  decision  of  the  Court.  But  the  judfif-  ^ch.  of  PUas, 

1837. 
ment  does  not  proceed  merely  on  that  ground,  but  also  on 

the  ground  that  the  property  vested  by  the  payment  of 
instalments,  in  respect  of  an  existing  chattel  Abbott^  C.  J. 
says :  ''  But  this  case  does  not  depend  merely  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  instalments;  so  that  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
decide  how  far  that  payment  vests  the  property  in  the  defen- 
dant, because  here  Paton  (the  builder)  signed  the  certificate 
to  enable  the  defendant  to  have  the  ship  registered  in  his, 
the  defendant's,  name,  and  by  that  act  consented,  as  it  seems 
to  us,  that  the  general  property  in  the  ship  should  be  con- 
sidered from  that  time  as  being  in  the  defendant."  ''  In 
order  to  register  the  ship  in  the  defendant's  name,  an  oath 
would  be  requisite  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner,  and 
when  Paton  concurred  in  what  he  knew  was  to  lead  to  that 
oath,  must  he  not  be  taken  to  have  consented  that  the 
ownership  should  really  be  as  that  oath  described  it  to 
be  ?"  That  fact  is  not  used  as  evidencing  an  actual  de- 
livery of  the  ship,  but  as  shewing  an  acknowledgment  by 
-the  bankrupt  that  the  property  was  gone  from  him,  and  his 
consent  that  it  should  vest  in  the  purchaser.  Here  the 
agreement  shews  the  same  kind  of  acknowledgment — it  is 
a  testification  of  his  consent  that  the  property  had  passed 
out  of  him.  In  Clarke  v.  Spence,  the  only  doubt  that 
existed  was,  whether  the  general  words  of  Lord  Tenter- 
den  ought  not  to  be  qualified,  and  they  were  qualified  ac- 
cordingly; but  the  general  decision  in  that  case  would  still 
be  in  favour  of  the  present  plaintiff.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
In  Clarke  v.  Spence  it  was  part  of  the  contract  that  the 
ship  was  to  be  built  under  the  superintendence  of  an  agent 
of  the  purchaser].  There  was  no  stipulation  to  that  effect 
here,  but  in  fact  it  was  superintended  by  Harris,  the  agent 
of  the  Tees  Coal  Company.  The  case  is  in  this  respect 
certainly  not  so  strong  as  Clarke  y.  Spence^  but  stronger 
than  Woods  v.  Russell.  Harris  must  be  considered  as 
superintendent  for  the  purchasers  generally. — ^Secondly,  it 
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BxdL  of  Pleat,  IB  Said  that  this  action  will  not  lie,  because  it  is  an  action 
1837* 

by  one  tenant  in  common  against  another ;  but  the  defend- 
ant is  not  entitled  to  that  defence  upon  this  record,  since 
be  cannot  shew,  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  that  he  was 
justified,  as  tenant  in  common  with  the  plaintiff,  in  com- 
mitting the  conversion  in  fact :  Standiffe  v.  Hardwici  (a). 
It  was  there  expressly  held,  that  if  the  defendant  has 
made  a  conversion  in  fact  of  the  chattel  (as  by  a  sale)» 
which  he  proposes  to  justify  by  his  joint  control  over  it,  he 
must  plead  in  confession  and  avoidance,  inasmuch  as  the 
plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  conversion 
only,  and  not  the  tortious  nature  of  it  (6). 

W.  H.  Waison,  contra. — ^First,  no  property  passed  by 
this  agreement.  The  contract  is,  in  the  first  part,  rather 
a  sort  of  prospectus  of  the  ship,  and  of  the  mode  in  which 
she  is  ultimately  to  be  completed.  It  is  headed  ''  Parti- 
culars of  build  and  description  of  a  new  ship  now  about 
one-third  built."  It  does  not  purport  to  be  a  sale  of  a 
third  part,  as  the  hull  of  a  vessel.  The  instrument  goes 
on  to  describe  the  timber,  anchors,  &c.,  to  be  used  and 
applied  in  the  building  of  it  **  for  the  sum  of  1,750/L"  As 
far  as  that  goes,  it  is  a  mere  ofiTer  to  sell  a  complete  ship 
for  so  much.  [Parke^  B. — It  appears  to  be  a  sort  of 
what  the  civilians  called  obligatio  certi  corporis,  which 
you  say  does  not  pass  the  property.  The  builder  might 
be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  contract  if  he  did  not  finish  that 
ship ;  but  the  question  is,  if  he  finished  it,  and  sold  it  to 
another,  would  trover  Ue  ?]  The  terms  of  acceptance  are 
these — "We,  the  undersigned,  hereby  agree  to  take  shares 
in  the  before-mentioned  vessel,  as  set  opposite  to  our  re- 
spective names,  and  also  the  mode  of  payment."  That  is, 
not  we  agree  then  to  buy,  but  to  take  shares  in  the  vessel 
when  complete.     The  parties  sign  at  different  .periods. 

(a)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  1.  {h)  See  also  Venum  v.Sk^an,  ante,  9. 
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It  is  not  like  the  case  of  one  single  party  agreeing  that  Bxek.  of  PUtu^ 
a  vessel  is  to  be  built  for  him,  and  to  be  under  his  super-  ^ 

intendence.  And  there  was  in  fact  no  superintendence ;  Laidler 
Harris  merely  went  there  like  a  person  going  to  a  coach-  burlinion. 
maker  to  see  how  his  carriage,  which  he  has  ordered,  is  go- 
ing on  building.  Where  the  specific  article  is  ready  for  de- 
livery, and  the  price  fixed,  the  property  passes ;  but  if  it  is 
incomplete,  and  incapable  oF  delivery,  the  property  does  not 
pass  until  the  article  is  completed,  and  there  is  an  assent  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  that  it  is  conformable  to  the  con- 
tract. It  is  expressly  so  laid  down  in  Clarke  v.  Spenee. 
[Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^Is  assent  or  dissent  material  ?  May 
not  the  purchaser  renounce  it  if  it  is  not  according  to  the 
contract,  though  the  property  may  have  passed?]  No;  he 
would  be  bound  to  take  to  it  if  the  property  had  passed, 
and  must  bring  his  action  for  the  injury  done  him  by  the 
breach  of  the  contract.  If  the  property  has  passed,  there 
is  no  power  of  rejection.  [Parke,  B.— If  the  parties  only 
agreed  to  buy  that  particular  ship  when  complete,  the  pro- 
perty would  not  pass,  though  the  builder  could  not  comply 
with  the  contract  by  delivering  another  ship].  In  Clarke 
V.  Spenee,  there  was  no  power  of  rejection.  The  judges 
there  begin  by  laying  down  certain  known  principles  of 
law  (a) :  "  That,  in  general,  under  a  contract  for  the  build- 
ing a  vessel,  or  making  any  other  thing  not  existing  in 
specie  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  no  property  vests  in  the 
party  whom,  for  distinction,  we  will  call  the  purchaser, 
during  the  progress  of  the  work,  nor  until  the  vessel  or 
thing  is  finished  and  delivered,  or  at  least  ready  for  deli- 
very and  approved  by  the  purchaser;  and  that  even  when 
the  contract  contains  a  specification  of  the  dimensions  and 
other  particulars  of  the  vessel  or  thing,  and  fixes  the  pre- 
cise mode  and  time  of  payment  by  months  and  days." 
[Aldersan,  B. — There  the  payments  were  according  to  the 

(a)  4  Ad.  &  Ell.  466. 
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Etch,  of  Pleas,  corresponding  portions  of  the  work  done,  and  it  was  a  sale 
^  '  ^  of  each  specific  portion  as  completed].  Woods  ▼.  Russell 
Laidler  has  no  application  to  the  present  case;  it  was  decided 
BuKLiNsoN.  on  the  ground  of  there  being  a  certificate  of  registry.  In 
Goode  y.  Langley  (a),  A.  agreed  with  B.  to  make  a  gig  for 
a  given  price.  The  body  of  the  gig  and  wheels  were 
selected  by  B.,  and  A.  promised  to  deliver  it  in  a  few  days. 
The  full  price  was  paid.  Before  it  was  finished  it  was 
seized  by  the  sherifi^  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  A.  The 
gig  was  afterwards  finished  and  delivered  to  B.,  with  the 
assent  of  the  judgment  creditor ;  the  sheriff  subsequent- 
ly retook  it  to  secure  his  poundage :  it  was  held  that  he 
had  no  right  to  do  so,  and  that  B.  might  maintain  tro- 
ver for  the  gig :  but  there  the  Court  proceeded  merely  on 
the  ground  that  the  sheriff  had  made  a  second  seisure  of 
the  goods,*  and  that  he  could  not  protect  himself  for  seiz- 
ing twice.  It  was  there  argued  that  the  right  to  the  price 
and  the  vesting  of  the  property  were  correlative :  and 
the  Court  might  easily  have  disposed  of  the  case  by  say* 
ing  that  the  property  had  passed  to  B.  by  a  selection  of 
part  of  the  chattel,  if  they  had  thought  so.  In  Atkinson 
V.  Bell  (6),  A.,  having  a  patent  for  certain  spinning  machi- 
nery, received  an  order  from  B.  to  have  some  spinning 
frames  made  for  him.  A.  employed  C.  to  make  the  ma- 
chines for  B.,  and  informed  the  latter  of  it.  After  the 
machines  had  been  completed,  A.  ordered  them  to  be 
altered.  They  were  afterwards  completed  according  to 
this  new  order,  and  packed  up  in  boxes  for  B.,  and  C.  in- 
formed B.  that  they  were  ready,  but  he  refused  to  accept 
them  :  and  it  was  held  that  C.  could  not  recover  the  price 
from  B.  in  an  action  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  or  for 
work,  labour,  and  materials.  The  argument  was  there 
rested  on  the  ground  that  specific  articles  were  pointed 

(a)  7  B.  &  Cr.  26. 
(6)  8  B.  &  C.  277;  2  Moo.  &  R.  292,  S.  C. 
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out  to  the  purchaser  as  those  with  which  the  machines  Etch,  of  PUas, 

I  •  1837 

were  to  be  completed.     But  Bay  ley,  J.,  says: — **When 

goods  are  ordered  to  be  made,  while  they  are  in  pro- 
gress the  materials  belong  to  the  maker.     The  property 
does  not  vest  in  the  party  who  gave  the  order  until  the 
thing  ordered  is  complete.     And  although  while  the  goods 
are  in  progress  the  maker  may  intend  them  for  the  person 
ordering,  still  he  may  afterwards  deliver  them  to  another, 
and  thereby  vest  the  property  in  that  other.     Although 
the  maker  may  thereby  render  himself  liable  to  an  action 
for  so  doing,  still  a  good  title  is  given  to  the  party  to  whom 
they  are  so  delivered.'*     So  here,  all  that  appears  is  an  in- 
tention that  the  ship  in  question  should  be  delivered  when 
finished,  which  intention  might  have  been  altered.     The 
property  might  have  passed  if  the  plaintiff  had  assented 
after  the  ship  was  finished,  but  there  was  no  such  assent. 
Supposing  the  builder  had  died  whilst  it  was  unfinished, 
and  his  executor  had  been  without  assets,  and  unable  to 
complete  the  vessel,  if  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is 
good  for  any  thing,  the  purchaser  would  be  entitled  to  the 
hull  without  paying  any  part  of  the  price.     But  there  is  a 
greater  difficulty  still.     The  contract  is  by  five  or  six  per- 
sons to  take  shares.     Who  is  to  say  whether  the  ship  is 
built  according  to  the  contract  ?     The  money  is  to  be  paid, 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  according  to  the  shares  set 
opposite  their  respective  names.    It  is  obvious  that  payment 
and  delivery  would  be  cotemporaneous.     The  entire  con- 
tract is  in  the  hands  of  the  builder.     The  times  and  mode  of 
payment  will  not  alter  it:  whenever  the  money  was  to  be 
paid,  the  contract  only  is  to  be  looked  to  for  the  intention 
of  the  parties.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — It  all  turns  on  the 
contract]. 

Temple,  in  reply. — It  is  said  that  this  is  not  a  contract 
for  an  immediate  purchase  of  the  ship  in  its  then  state, 
but  when  completed.    The  words  are,  "  We  hereby  en- 
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*«*•  y  '*'»«»»  gage  to  take  shares  in  the  before-mentioned  vessel;"  it  is 
v..,..^^.!.^  said  that  that  means  "  vessel  when  completed  :'*  but  snp- 
Laidlbr  pQse  the  words  had  been^  "  We  hereby  engage  to  buy 
Bdklinson.  shares ;"  that  would  certainly  have  shewn  a  present  inten- 
tion ;  and  the  words  used  are  in  substance  the  same.  The 
contract  does  not  say  **  when  finished."  If  actual  payment 
is  important  to  shew  a  purchase  at  the  time  of  a  specific 
chattel^  according  to  Woods  v.  RusseU  and  Clarke  ▼. 
Spence^  here  there  has  been  an  appropriation  by  payment 
\Parke9  B. — No ;  the  agreement  itself  was  evidence  in  those 
cases  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  property  should 
pass  at  the  time.  This  case  would  have  been  like  Woods 
V.  Russell^  if  the  agreement  had  been  to  pay  so  much  down, 
and  so  much  when  finished].  The  contract  vests  a  property 
at  the  time  of  signing.  It  makes  no  difference  that  the 
purchasers  sign  at  different  times,  as  the  vendor  signs  only 
once.  {^AldersoHi  B. — The  contracts  for  shares  were  signed 
at  different  times :  what  specific  portion  of  the  congeries 
of  planks  does  each  buy  ?]  It  was  the  purchase  of  a  ship 
which  was  described  to  be  in  a  certain  condition  on  the  10th 
of  June,  1883;  and  it  continues  to  exist  six  months  after- 
wardsi  although  more  work  was  then  done  to  it.  The 
vendor  signs  only  once,  at  that  date :  it  is  not  a  contract 
signed  by  him  at  different  times  for  the  sale  of  a  different 
article.  The  signature  of  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  is  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  to  vest  the  property  in  the  pur- 
chasersy  and  that  it  was  to  take  effect  when  signed.  If 
the  purchasers  had  not  been  bound,  they  would  not  have 
paid  the  money  afterwards.  The  payment  shews  that  the 
contract  was  not  to  have  effect  afterwards,  but  in  prsesenti. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — There  is  no  occasion  to  qualify 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Woods  v.  RusseU  or  Clarke  v. 
Spence*  I  consider  the  principle  which  those  cases  esta- 
blish to  be,  that  a  man  may  purchase  a  ship  as  it  is  in  pro- 
gress of  building;  and  by  the  terms  employed  there,  the 
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contract  was  of  that  character :  a  superintendent  was  ap-  &««.  0/  PteoM, 
pointed,  and  money  paid  at  particular  stages.  The  Court 
held  that  that  was  evidence  of  an  intention  to  become  the 
purchaser  of  the  particular  ship,  and  that  the  payment  of 
the  first  instalment  vested  the  property  in  the  purchasers. 
Suppose  the  builder  had  died  after  the  first  instalment  was 
paid, — the  ship  in  its  then  state  would  have  become  the 
property  of  the  purchaser,  and  not  of  the  executors.  A 
party  may  agree  to  purchase  a  ship  when  finished,  or  as 
she  then  stands.  Of  which  sort  is  this  contract  ?  Did  it 
pass  the  property  to  the  purchaser  presently,  or  was  it  to 
pass  when  the  ship  was  finished  ?  I  think  it  is  of  the 
latter  description.  There  would  have  been  a  specific  sum 
appropriated,  if  a  sale  in  the  present  state  had  been  in- 
tended. The  contract  is  also  for  goods  to  be  supplied, 
cables,  &c.,  when  she  was  finished.  If  the  seller  became 
bankrupt,  or  died,  what  sum  could  be  recovered?  No 
price  is  appropriated  by  the  parties.  It  is  not  till  she  is 
finished  and  delivered  that  the  sale  takes  efiTect. 

Parke,  B. — I  concur  in  the  view  which  has  been  taken 
by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron.  The  whole  case  resolves  itself 
into  a  construction  of  the  contract.  Was  it  a  present  bar- 
gain and  sale  of  the  materials  of  tlie  ship  lying  there  7  If  a 
man  bargain  for  a  specific  chattel,  though  it  is  not  delivered, 
the  property  passes,  and  an  action  lies  for  the  non-delivery, 
or  of  trover.  Langfort  v.  Tiler  {a).  But  it  is  equally  clear 
that  a  chattel  which  is  to  be  delivered  in  futuro  does  not 
pass  by  the  contract.  Two  questions  arise : — First,  is  this 
an  article  which  would  correspond  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract? — secondly,  is  it  a  contract  for  an  article  to  be 
finished  ?  In  the  latter  case,  the  article  must  be  finished 
before  the  property  vests.  In  the  first,  an  action  would 
lie  at  once  for  the  non-delivery.   The  contract  describes  all 

(a)  lSalkeld,lld;  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  224,225. 
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-E«*.^  -Pleat,  the  several  particulars  to  be  supplied,  and  then  it  concludes, 
''We  the  undersigned  agree  to  take  shares  in  the  before- 
mentioned  vessel.'*  The  plaintiff  is  a  purchaser  of  one- 
fourth.  It  is  clear  that  he  was  not  to  pay  for  the  materials 
as  then  existing ;  and  also  that  many  other  parties,  accord- 
ing to  the  stipulations,  were  to  have  an  interest  in  the  ship 
when  finished.  It  is  most  like  the  case  of  Mucklow  v. 
Mangles  (a).  There  is  no  sum  here  which  can  be  said 
to  be  the  price  of  the  chattel  in  its  then  state.  In  Woods 
V.  Russell  there  were  three  ingredients,  on  which  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  was  founded.  First,  a  sum  was  paid, 
which  appropriated  the  work  as  then  finished ;  secondly, 
a  superintendent  was  employed  ;  thirdly,  there  was  the  cer- 
tificate of  registry.  In  Clarke  v.  Spence  two  of  these  cir- 
cumstances concurred.  The  payment  by  instalments  was 
evidence  of  appropriation  of  the  work,  as  the  instalments 
were  paid.  But  here  tiiere  is  no  sum  which  can  by  any 
possibiUty  be  considered  as  the  price  of  the  materials 
then  put  together.  It  was  an  entire  contract  to  purchase 
the  ship  when  finished,  and  no  property  passed  till  then. 

BoLLAND,  B. — In  Woods  v.  Russell^  and  Clarke  v. 
Spence^  the  contract  was  made  for  a  specific  thing  in  ex- 
istence :  here  it  is  treated  throughout  as  executory. 

Alderson,  B. — To  vest  the  property,  the  identical  goods 
must  be  sold,  and  the  price  fixed.  What  were  the  specific 
goods  here?  If  one-third  of  the  ship  was  sold,  it  would 
vest ;  hut  if  it  was  to  be  the  ship  when  complete,  that  was 
not  ascertained  at  the  time,  and  did  not  pass.  In  Woods 
V.  Russell^  the  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  specific  parts 
of  the  ship,  to  be  paid  for  successively  at  particular  stages 
of  it ;  and  it  was  held,  that  it  vested  the  property  in  the 
ship  so  in  progress.     That  was  the  construction  of  the 

(a)  1  Taunt.  318. 
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contract;  and  on  similar  words,  in  Clarke  v.  Spence,  the  ^^j^^*^"' 
same  construction  was  put  by  the  Courts  ^      v  *  ^ 

Laidlee 

BuaLiNsov. 


Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


AuoARDE  and  Others,  Assignees  of  William  Last, 
a  Bankrupt,  9.  Thompson. 

JLlEBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  money  Apiaintifl;to 
found  to  be  due  on  an  account  stated  with  Last  before  his  tluMn^thellvtk 
bankruptcy,  and  also  on  an  account  stated  with  the  assig-  tection  ofthe 

,  ,        ^     6  Geo.  4,  c  16, 

nees  since  the  bankruptcy.  Pleas,  nunquam  indebitatus,  mutt  either 
and  a  set  off.  It  appeared  that  on  the  4th  of  November,  orhave^his* 
1838,  the  defendant  became  bankrupt ;  on  the  5th  a  notice  ^"^Xj"''^'^- 
was  given  by  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  that  the  plaintiffs  had  ingt^ndet  tht 
elected  to  go  in  and  prove  their  debt  under  the  fiat,  in 
pursuance  ofthe  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  s.  59,  and  that  no  further 
proceedings  would  be  taken  in  the  action.  No  proceeding 
was  taken  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  until  the  9th  of 
November,  when  the  defendant  served  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney with  a  rule  to  reply ;  upon  'which  he  applied  to  the 
Court  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  on  the  terms  of  the  59th 
section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and  on  the  14th,  obtained 
a  rule  for  that  purpose.  On  the  16th  of  November, 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney  attended  with  the  assignees  before 
Mr.  Commissioner  Williams,  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  debt,  when  evidence  was  gone  into;  but  in  consequence 
of  the  absence  of  Last,  the  further  consideration  of  the 
proof  was  adjourned.  On  the  16th  of  December  they 
again  attended ;  but  Last  not  having  appeared,  no  further 
proceeding  was  taken  in  reference  to  the  proof.  The 
plaintiffs' attorney  having  learnt  that  there  was  to  be  another 
meeting  on  the  4th  of  January,  served  Last  with  a  summons 
to  appear ;  and  in  consequence  Last  sent  his  brother  to  the 
VOL.  II.  s  s  M.  w. 
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^B«*- ^^'««»  plaintiflPs'  attorney,  to  inform  him  that  he  (the  bankrupt)  i 

confined  to  his  house,  and  unable  to  attend  before  the  Com-' 
missioner.  The  plaintiffs*  attorney  requested  to  hare  a 
medical  certificate  to  that  effect,  which  the  brother  pro- 
mised him  in  the  course  of  the  day ;  but  the  certificate  not 
having  been  sent,  the  plaintiffs,  believing  that  Last  would 
not  appear  before  the  Commissioner,  did  not  attend.  The 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  also  stated,  that,  imme- 
diately on  the  defendant's  name  appearing  in  the  Gaxette, 
the  plaintiffs  determined  to  relinquish,  and  did  reUnquisb, 
the  suit,  intending  to  prove  the  debt  under  the  fiat.  On 
the  13th  of  January,  Crcwder  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  plaintiffs  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not 
be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  for  want  of  a  replication, 
and  why  the  rule  of  the  14th  of  November  should  not  be 
rescinded.  The  affidavit  on  which  this  rule  was  obtained 
stated,  that  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  had  taken  out  a  sum- 
mons to  set  aside  the  proceedings,  on  the  ground  that  the 
action  had  abated  by  the  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant ; 
-which  was  attended  before  Bolland,  B.,  on  the  7th  and 
10th  of  November,  when  the  learned  Baron  decided 
that  the  action  did  not  abate :  that,  on  the  9th  of  Novem* 
ber,  the  defendant's  attorney  served  the  plaintiffs'  attor^ 
ney  with  a  rule  to  reply;  that  he  did  not  reply,  butj 
on  the  14th  of  November,  obtained  the  before-mentioned 
rule  to  stay  the  proceedings;  that  on  the  4th  of  January, 
Last,  the  bankrupt,  attended  before  the  Commisak>ner, 
when  he  and  the  defendant  were  examined;  that  Last 
stated  that  the  defendant's  account  was  correct,  and 
that  there  was  a  balance  due  to  the  defendant ;  and  that, 
in  consequence,  the  Commissioner  refused  to  allow  the 
plaintiffs  to  prove  any  debt,  as  the  plaintiffs  were  indebted 
to  the  defendant. — ^In  Hilary  Term  bst, 

Plaii  and  Hughes  shewed  cause« — The  question  is. 
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whether  this  is  a  case  falling  within  the  59lh  section  Extik.rfPU(u, 
of  the  6Geo.4|  c.  16.     That  section  enacts,  <' that  no 
creditor  who  has  brought  any  action  or  instituted  any 
suit  against  any  bankrupt^  in  respect  of  a  demand  prior 
to  the  bankruptoy,  or  which  might  have  been  proved 
as  a  debt  under  the  commission  against  such  bankruptj 
shall  prove  a  debt  under  such  commission,  or  have  any 
claim  entered   upon  the  proceedings  under  such  com- 
mission, without  relinquishing  such  action  or  suit;  and 
the  proving  or  claiming  a  debt  under  a  commission  by  any 
creditor,  shall  be  deemed  an  election  by  such  creditor  to 
take  the  benefit  of  such  commission,  with  respect  to  the 
debt  so  proved  or  claimed.'*  [Paries  B. — Is  not  that  clause 
a  protection  given  to  the  defendant?]     It  is  apprehended 
it  is  a  mutual  protection.    It  cannot  be  held  that  a  judg- 
ment is  to  be  entered  against  the  plaintiff  for  want  of  a 
replication,  when  he  had  no  power  to  go  on  ;  and  the  act 
of  claiming  to  prove  under  the  commission  totally  prevents 
him  from  doing  so.     In  Ex  parte  Woolley  (a),  where  the 
petitioner's  claim  had  been  rejected  by  the  commissioners, 
on  the  ground  that,  as  he  was  proceeding  in  an  action,  he 
ought,  antecedent  to  the  admission  of  his  proof,  to  have 
produced  the  rule  of  discontinuance  in  the  action,  the 
Lord  Chancellor  said : — **  If  the  creditor  discontinues,  he 
does  it  under  the  uncertainty  whether  his  claim  will  be 
admitted  or  not;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  by  the  act  of 
Parliament  (49  Geo.  3,  c.  121,  s.  ^),  the  proof  or  claim  in 
itself  operates  as  a  discontinuance.    In  Kemp  v.  Potter  (6), 
where  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  bankrupt  made 
his  election  to  proceed  under  the  commission,  it  was  held, 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  some  entry  or 
suggestion  recording  the  election  put  upon  the  record. 
If  the  defendant  here  had  been  applied  to  have  that  done, 

(a)  1  Rose,  B.  C.  394.  (b)  6  Taunt.  549. 

ss2 
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'BMk  ynM,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  done  it.  Immediately  after  the 
claim  was  made,  the  defendant  might  have  called  upon 
the  plaintiffs  to  enter  a  suggestion.  After  the  notice  of  the 
fith  of  Novembery  and  the  rule  to  stay  the  proceedings  on 
the  14th,  the  plaintiffs  were  clearly  precluded  from  going 
on.    The  protection  ought  to  be  mutual. 

Crowder^  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  clause  was  in- 
tended to  prevent  the  creditor  having  two  remedies  at  the 
same  time.  It  restricts  him  fVom  proving  under  the  com- 
mission, unless  he  relinquishes  the  action.  [Lord  Abinger, 
C.  B. — It  goes  on — "  and  the  proving  or  claiming  a  debt 
under  a  commission  by  any  creditor,  shall  be  deemed  an 
flection  by  such  creditor  to  take  the  benefit  of  such  com- 
mission, with  respect  to  the  debt  so  proved  or  claimed.*^ 
Parke,  B.,  to  Piatt. — You  must  shew  that  you  have 
proved,  or  claimed  to  prove,  under  the  commission.  Have 
you  shewn  that  ?  PlaiL — Yes ;  the  term  claim  does  not 
mean  that  the  plaintiff^  is  to  make  out  that  a  debt  is  due.] 
The  claim  must  be  something  specific.  It  is  not  enough  to 
say,  I  demand  a  debt  due  from  the  bankrupt.  There  should 
be  some  specific  claim,  so  as  to  have  some  entry  on  the 
proceedings  before  the  Commissioner.  The  words  of.  the 
statute  are  positive,  and  are  confined  to  the  proving  a 
debt,  or  having  a  claim  entered  on  the  proceedings. 
[Parke,  B. — In  Ex  parte  Frith  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a 
party  tendering  the  proof  or  claim  of  a  debt  under  a  com- 
mission, is  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  commissioners 
upon  his  right  to  prove  or  claim,  before  he  discharges  the 
bankrupt,  or  relinquishes  his  action.  There  could  not  be 
a  claim  entered  until  the  commissioner  had  allowed  it. 
You  say  that  the  plaintiffs  have  never  been  in  a  situa- 
tion to  raise  the  question  as  to  their  election  to  prove 

(a)  1  Olyn  &  J.  165. 
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under  the  commission.]  No ;  not  until  a  claim  is  admit*  AkA.  tfmmh 
ted  to  be  entered  on  the  proceedings.  It  is  a  statutable 
discontinuance  as  soon  as  the  claim  is  properly  made;  but 
to  come  within  the  act,  there  must  be  a  regular  claim 
entered.  Suppose  a  party  were  to  bring  a  frivolous 
action,  and  the  defendant  became  bankrupt^  and  the 
plaintiff  were  to  go  before  the  commissioners  and  make 
a  claim,  and  they  refused  it,  could  it  be  said  that  he  might 
come  here  and  allege  that  he  had  made  a  claim,  and  so 
get  rid  of  the  costs  of  the  action  ? 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

In  the  present  Term, 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said : — On  the  argument  in  this 
case,  a  doubt  arose  whether  the  plaintiffs  had  done  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  the  making  of  a  claim  to  prove  under  a 
commission  of  bankrupt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  59th  sec** 
tion  of  the  Bankrupt  Act.  We  are  of  opinion  that  a  party 
does  not  bring  his  case  within  the  act,  so  as  to  amount  to 
an  election  to  prove  under  the  commission,  unless  he  has 
proved  his  debt,  or  had  his  claim  entered  on  the  proceed- 
ings under  the  commission.  The  words  are — **  that  no 
bankrupt  who  has  brought  any  action,  &c.,  in  respect  of 
any  demand  prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  or  which  might  have 
been  proved  as  a  debt  under  the  commission  against  such 
bankrupt,  shall  prove  a  debt  under  such  commission,  or 
have  any  claim  entered  on  the  proceedings  under  suc'h 
commission^  without  relinquishing  such  action  or  suit ;  and 
the  proving  or  claiming  a  debt  under  a  commission  by  any 
creditor,  shall  be  deemed  an  election  by  such  creditor  to 
take  the  benefit  of  such  commission  with  respect  to  the 
debt  so  proved  or  claimed."  In  this  case,  there  has  nei- 
ther been  a  debt  proved  nor  any  claim  entered  on  the  pro- 
ceedings under  the  commission.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  the  privilege  of  discontinuing 
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^Mft.  rf  PUmt  the  action  without  payment  of  costs^  until  one  or  the  other 

^    has  been  done.     That  part  of  ihe  rule  which  prays  that 

AuQARDis      the  defendant  may  be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment,  must 

TBOMrfov.    he  discharged;   but  the  order  to  stay  the   proceedings 

must  be  rescinded. 

Rule  accordingly. 


END  OF  EASTER  TERM. 
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James  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Arthur  EmersoNi  a    ^^h.  of  pieas, 
Bankrupt,  r.  Griffin  and  Hillhoube.  ^   ^^7*  ^ 

X  ROVER  for  lead.     The  pleadings  are  fully  stated  in  Goods  were 
the  report  of  this  case  on  the  first  motion  for  a  new  difuenfbieln  ' 
trial  (a).    The  Court  having  granted  a  new  trial,  the  case  J**  "^"^ 
was  again  tried  at  the  London  Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  the  arrival  of 
1836,  when  the  following  facts  were  proved  in  evidence : —  the  river  the 
In  November,  1834,  Mr.  Stagg,  a  wholesale  lead  mer-  ^^otJeXl 

landed  imme- 
diately t  A.,  in  coiuequeiiee,  sent  B„  his  son,  with  directions  to  land  them  at  a  wharf  where  he 
was  accostoroed  to  have  goods  landed  for  him,  and  kept  until  he  carted  them  away  to  his 
eustomers  in  his  own  carts;  but  A.  (being  then  insolvent)  at  the  same  time  told  B.  he  would  not 
meddle  with  the  goods,  that  he  did  not  intend  to  take  them,  and  that  the  vendor  ought  to  have 
them.  The  goods  were,  by  B.'s  direction,  landed  at  the  wharf,  and  there  stopped  in  transitu  by 
tha  vendor.  In  trover  for  the  goods  by  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  A.  against  the  wharfinger: 
— Held,  that  the  declarations  so  made  by  A.  to  B.  were  admis&ible  in  evidence*  although  ihey 
were  not  communicated  to  the  vendor  or  to  the  wharSnger ;  and  tiiat  they  shewed  that  A.  had  not 
taken  possession  of  the  goods  as  owner,  and  therefore  that  the  transitus  was  not  determined. 
[Lord  AHnger,  C.  B.,  dissentiente.] 

(a)  1  Meeson  &  W.  20. 
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^^^rm^^"'*  chant  at  Stockton,  shipped  on  board  of  two  yessels  caHed 
the  Fanny  and  the  Cumberland,  a  quantity  of  sheet  lead, 
consigned  to  Emerson,  the  bankrupt,  who  carried  on  busi- 
ness as  a  lead  and  tin  merchant  in  Lawrence  Pountney 
Lane,  and  had  there  a  counting-house  and  warehouse.  The 
lead  was  deliverable  to  Emerson  at  London,  in  the  river. 
The  vessels  arrived  in  the  port  of  London  on  the  7th  of 
December;  on  the  8th  the  captains  called  at  Emeraon^s 
counting-house,  and  there  saw  his  son,  who  transacted 
business  for  his  father,  and  were  very  urgent  to  get  the 
lead  discharged.  The  son  communicated  the  captains'  wish 
to  his  father,  but  he  gave  him  no  directions.  They  came 
again  on  the  9th  and  10th,  and  on  the  latter  day  EmersoD, 
the  bankrupt,  told  his  son  to  tell  the  captains  to  take  the 
lead  out  and  land  it  at  Beat's  wharf,  which  was  a  wharf 
belonging  to  the  defendants,  Messrs.  Griffin  &  Hilihouse^ 
and  nearly  opposite  to  whicli  the  vessels  were  lying.  The 
son  in  consequence  went  to  Beal's  wharf,  and  saw  Hill- 
house,  and  told  him  that  they  (the  wharfingers)  were  to 
land  the  lead,  on  which  Hillhouse  asked  if  it  was  to  be 
carted  away.  The  son  said  he  did  not  know.  Hillhouse 
then  said  it  had  better  be  piled  away;  to  which  the  son 
answered  *'  Yes/'  It  had  been  agreed  between  the  cap- 
tain of  the  Fanny  and  the  son  that  he  was  to  pay  the 
lighterage  himself,  and  not  to  charge  it  to  his  father.  The 
Fanny  was  accustomed  to  land  her  goods  at  Beal's  wharf. 
TI}e  Cumberland  was  accustomed  to  trade  to  an  adjacent 
wharf  called  Heyes's  wharf.  The  son  stated  that  lead 
had  been  landed  before  on  Seal's  wharf  for  his  father: 
that  he  was  accustomed  to  land  his  sheet  lead  there, 
and  to  have  it  piled  up  and  kept  there  till  he  carted 
it  away  to  his  customers  in  his  own  carts  /  and  that  he 
.never  brought  sheet  lead  to  his  own  premises^  but  sold 
it  from  the  wharf:  he  seldom  kept  it  so  long  as  a  month 
there,  and  did  not  pay  wharfage :  that  his  father's  lead 
did  not  usually  go  from  the  vessel  to  the  customers,  but 
that  he  usually  landed  it  at  the  wharf.     It  was  his  father's 
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practice  to  send  writien  orders  for  landing  the  lead  at  the  ^^*^\^^^"> 
wharf,  and  also  written  orders  when  it  was  to  be  carted 
away.  He  had  bought  goods  of  Stagg  before,  and 
owed  him  300/.  or  400/.  independently  of  this  contract, 
and  continued  to  do  so  until  his  bankruptcy.  The  son 
proved  also  that  at  the  time  his  father  spoke  to  him  about 
landing  the  lead  on  the  10th  of  December,  he  told  him 
that  under  the  circumstances  he  would  not  meddle  with  it, 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  take  it,  and  that 'Mr.  Stagg 
ought  to  have  it ;  but  that  he,  the  son,  did  not  communi* 
cate  that  to  the  wharfingers ;  that  he  knew  his  father  was 
then  in  insolvent  circumstances ;  that  the  directions  his 
father  gave  him  were  to  tell  the  captains  to  land  it,  and  to 
tell  the  wharfingers  to  receive  it,  but  not  to  give  a  written 
order.  The  wharfingers,  however,  did  not  ask  for  any 
written  order,  nor  why  he  did  not  give  them  one.  On  the 
same  day,  the  10th  of  December,  the  lead  was  lightered 
from  the  two  vessels  into  a  barge  of  the  defendants, 
landed  at  Beal's  wearf,  and  piled  up  there.  On  the  18th  of 
December  the  defendants  received  a  letter  from  Stagg, 
desiring  them,  if  possible,  to  stop  the  lead,  Emerson  hav- 
ing refused  to  accept  a  bill  for  the  price.  On  the  22nd  of 
December,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  issued  against  Emer- 
son, under  which  the  plaintiffs  were  duly  appointed  as- 
signees. The  freight  and  wharfage  of  the  goods  still  re- 
mained unpaid. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in  summing  up,  said  that  he 
had  received  the  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  bank- 
rupt not  to  meddle  with  the  goods,  not  communicated  to  the 
defendant,  or  to  any  agent  who  could  act  for  Stagg,  with 
considerable  doubt;  but  that,  as  it  was  admitted,  he 
would  leave  it  to  them  (the  jury)  for  their  opinion  whether 
it  made  any  difference  in  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from 
the  other  evidence:  and  desired  them  to  say,  if  they  thought 
'tlieihselves  bound  to  find,  upon  the  other  facts  of  the  case, 
that  tUe  transitus  was  at  an  end,  and  that  the  defendants 
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Bxek.  rf  Pifttj,  held  as  agents  of  Emerson,  whether  they  thought  the 
,_  _  ^  declared  intention  to  the  son,  not  communicated  to  the 
defendants,  made  any  difference  in  their  conclusion.  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  stated  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  bankrupt,  expressed  only  to  the  son,  and  not 
followed  up  by  any  act,  did  not,  and  in  their  opinion  ought 
not,  to  influence  their  verdict.  The  learned  Judge,  how- 
ever, gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if 
the  Court  should  think  the  intention  so  declared  was  evi- 
dence, and  if,  as  matter  of  law,  it  was  of  sufficient  weight  to 
entitle  the  defendant  to  a  verdict.  Alexander  havings  in 
Easter  Term,  1836,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

F.  Pollock f  Kelly i  and  Hoggins  shewed  cause;  and 
Sir  W.  W.  Folleit  and  Martin  (and  Alexander  was  with 
them)  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule ;  but  as  the  argu- 
ments were  in  substance  the  same  as  those  urged  on  the 
former  rule,  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to  re-state  them. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider ;  and  now,  there  being 
a  difference  of  opinion  amongst  the  Judges,  they  delivered 
their  judgments  seriatim. 

Alderson,  B. — In  this  case,  which  has  stood  over  for 
some  time,  in  the  expectation  that  the  parties  would  have 
come  to  some  agreement  between  themselves,  it  is  now 
become  necessary  that  the  Court  should  deliver  their 
opinion ;  and  as  we  are  not  agreed  in  that  opinion,  it  falls 
to  me  to  begin. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt, for  some  lead  which  had  been  shipped  by  a  person 
of  the  name  of  Stagg,  from  Stockton  in  Yorkshire,  and 
consigned  to  Emerson,  the  bankrupt.  The  defendants 
were  wharfingers  in  London ;  and  the  only  question  for 
the  Court  is,  whether  Stagg's  right  to  stop  the  goods  in 
transitu  was  at  an  end  or  not.  The  facts  in  evidence 
were  these : — The  lead  in  question  was  shipped  on  board 
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twoTesselSf  the  Fanny  and  the  Cumberland;  and  these  Etek,ofPieM, 
ships  arrived  in  the  river  on  or  before  the  8th  of  Decem- 
ber»  1834.  On  the  8th,  9th,  and  10th  of  that  month,  the 
captains  called  at  the  warehouse  of  the  bankrupt  for 
orders,  being  urgent  to  get  rid  of  the  lead,  in  order  to 
avoid  demurrage.  They  could,  however,  obtain  no  direc- 
tions from  him ;  and  threatened  to  land  the  lead  unless  he 
ga^e  some  directions  about  it. 

On  the  10th  of  December,  the  bankrupt,  who  was  then 
in  insolvent  circumstances,  and  indebted  to  Stagg  to  a 
large  amount,  told  his  son,  who  usually  transacted  business 
for  him,  to  tell  the  captains  to  take  the  lead  out  of  their 
vessels,  and  to  land  it  at  Beal's  (the  defendants')  wharf, 
where  his  lead  had  been  before  deposited  on¥arious  occa- 
sions. But  the  bankrupt  told  his  son  at  the  same  time, 
that,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  he  was,  he  would 
not  meddle  with  it;  that  he  did  not  intend  to  take  the 
lead;  that  Stagg  ought  to  have  it.  He  was  also  forbidden 
by  the  bankrupt  to  give  any  written  order  for  the  landing 
of  the  lead  to  the  captains,  as  had  been  the  usual  custom 
of  the  bankrupt  before. 

With  these  instructions,  the  son  proceeded  to  act,  and 
verbally  directed  the  goods  to  be  landed  ;  and  when  they 
were  landed,  he  saw  Hillhouse,  one  of  the  defendants, 
and  told  him  that  they'were  to  land  the  lead ;  and  on  his 
asking  whether  it  was  to  be  carted  away,  replied  he  did 
not  know  ;  that  Hillhouse  then  said  it  had  better  be  piled 
away.  The  son  replied.  Yes ;  and  it  was  accordingly  done. 
No  communication  of  what  had  passed  between  the  bank- 
rupt and  his  son,  as  to  the  bankrupt's  intention  not  to 
meddle  with  the  lead,  was  made  to  the  defendants. 

These  being  the  facts  proved,  and  there  being  no 
doubt  as  to  them,  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  reserved  the 
question,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  transitus 
was  at  an  end,  for  the  Court,  giving  leave  to  the  defendants 
to  enter  a  nonsuit  if  the  Court  thought  it  was  not  at 
an  end. 


CASES  IN  THB  BXCHEQUBR, 

^^i^T^'****       And,  after  considering  the  case,  I  think  a  nonsuit  ought 
^    s.     '      to  be  entered.     I  cannot  see  why  this  case  is  not  to  be 
jAM£g        governed  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  on  the  former  occa- 
GairFix.      sion.    In  that  case  I  conceived  that  the  Court  were  unani* 
mous  in  thinking  that  the  question  for  the  jury  was,  whether 
the  acts  done  amounted  to  a  taking  possession  of  the  lead 
by  the  bankrupt  as  the  owner.     I  find  that  so  stated  in 
the  very  first  sentence  of  my  Lord  Chief  Baron's  judg- 
ment, and  in  the  observations  which  afterwards  fell  from 
my  brother  Parle  and  myself.     I  am  still  of  opinion  that 
that  is  the  true  question — ^and  if  it  be  so,  then  the  inten- 
tion of  the  bankrupt  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  most  material, 
and  it  is  not  material  whether  it  was  or  was  not  communi- 
cated to  the -defendants,  except  as  a  test  for  the  jury  to 
judge  whether  such  intention  was  real  or  not.     Here  the 
intention  is  to  be  taken  as  real,  and  indeed  the  facts  are 
abundantly  clear  on  that  point.    Now,  the  taking  posses- 
sion here  is  by  the  bankrupt's  agent,  and  the  declared 
intention  of  the  bankrupt  to  him,  where  he  directs  him  to 
do  the  act,  appears  to  me  to  be  precisely  the  same  as  if  the 
bankrupt  had  himself  done  the  act,  making  the  same  de- 
claration of  his  intention  at  the  time.     The  agent  has  only 
a  qualified  authority,  and  I  cannot  see  how,  under  such 
circumstances,  his  ordering  the  goods  to  be  landed  can 
be  held  to  be  a  taking  possession  of  them  by  the  bankrupt 
as  owner,  when  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  declares  that 
the  agent  is  not  to  do  so — that  he  does  not  mean  thereby 
to  take  to  the  goods,  but  to  relieve  the  captains  from 
the  inconvenience  of  the  delay,  leaving  however  the  goods 
for  Stagg,  who  afterwards  stopped  them  in  transitu.    I 
place  no  reliance  on  the  circumstance  that,  contrary  to  the 
usual  course,  the  goods  were  landed  without  a  written 
order— the  broad  ground  on  which  I  conceive  the  Court 
should  decide  the  question  is,  that  here  the  bankrupt  did 
not  take  possession  of  the  goods  as  owner  at  the  wharf  of 
the  defendants,  and  that  therefore  the  goods  still  remained 
at  the  defendants'  wharf  in  transitu — not  having  arrived  at 
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their  ultiinate  place  of  destination^  and  not  having  been  Bteeh.  of  PUa^ 
taken  possession  of  by  the  bankrupt  as  owner  at  any  inter-  ^ 

mediate  place.  «  Jambs 


For  these  reasons  I  think  a  nonsuit  should  be  entered.        ORrFFiM, 

BoLLAND,  B. — ^This  rule  calls  upon  the  plaintiffs,  the 
assignees  of  Arthur  Emerson,  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  obtained  by  them  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a 
nonsuit  entered,  or  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial. 
The  only  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  lead  had 
arrived  at  its  ultimate  destination,  and  the  transitus  was 
determined.  This  cause  was  before  the  Court  upon  a 
former  rule  io  Hilary  Term  in  last  year,  and  a  new  trial 
was  granted  upon  the  ground,  that  the  only  question  that 
the  learned  Lord  Chief  Baron  had  left  to  the  jury  was, 
whether  the  defendants  took  possession  of  the  goods  as 
the  agents  of  the  bankrupt,  whereas  he  ought  to  have 
qualified  it  further  by  calling  upon  them  to  say,  whether, 
supposing  the  defendants  to  be  the  agents  of  the  bank« 
rupt,  they  received  the  lead  to  take  possession  of  it  for  his 
benefit,  or  only  to  keep  it  for  the  seller.  Upon  the  discus^ 
sion  of  that  rule  a  question  was  made,  whether  the  directions 
given  by  the  bankrupt  to  his  son,  whom  he  sent  to  order  the 
landing  of  the  lead,  in  which  he  expressed  his  intention 
not  to  receive  it  as  owner,  were  admissible  in  evidence, 
although  such  directions  were  not  communicated  to  thede* 
fendants,  the  wharfingers,  nor  to  the  seller.  It  appears  from 
the  judgments  of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  that  they 
were  of  opinion  the  directions  were  admissible.  The  learn- 
ed Lord  Chief  Baron  gave  no  decided  opinion  upon  the 
pointy  although  it  may  be  collected  from  what  he  said  re* 
specting  it,  that  he  had  doubts  respecting  its  admissibili- 
^«  Upon  the  second  trial  that  evidence  was  again  given, 
and  it  appears  clear  from  the  report  of  the  testimony  of 
the  bankrupt  and  his  son,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  bankrupt,  when  the  goods  were  landed  at  the  wharf, 
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Exck,  of  PUaSf  to  receive  them  as  his  own.  In  his  summing  up  to  the 
^  jury  upon  this  point  of  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt,  de- 
Jambs  clared  to  his  son,  tfaat  he  would  not  meddle  with  the  goods, 
Grifvin.  ^^^  learned  Lord  Chief  Baron  said  that  this  intention, 
not  declared  to  the  defendants,  nor  to  any  person  who  was 
agent  or  could  act  for  Stagg,  was  received  in  evidence 
by  him  with  considerable  doubt  in  his  own  mind  whe- 
ther it  was  admissible,  but  that,  as  it  was  admitted,  he  should 
submit  it  to  them  for  their  opinion,  whether  it  made  any 
difference  in  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  other  evi- 
dence in  the  cause ;  that  if  in  point  of  law  the  evidence  was 
not  admissible,  and  the  conclusion  the  jury  drew  from  it 
was  against  the  plaintiffs,  the  plaintiffs  would  have  an  op- 
portunity of  setting  it  right  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial :  if, 
on  the  contrary,  they  thought  it  made  no  difference  in  the 
conclusion  they  drew  from  the  other  facts,  it  would  be  of 
no  prejudice  even  if  it  was  not  admissible ;  and  he  there- 
fore desired  them  to  consider  what  conclusion  they  would 
draw  from  the  other  evidence,  and  then  to  say  whether 
that  conclusion  would  be  at  all  varied  by  the  fact  of  the 
intention  declared  to  the  son;  and  he  desired  the  jury  to 
say,  if  they  thought  themselves  bound  by  the  other  proof  in 
the  case  that  the  transitus  was  at  an  end,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants held  the  goods  as  agents  of  Emerson  the  bankrupt, 
whether  the  declared  intention  to  the  son,  not  communi- 
cated to  the  defendants,  made  any  difference  in  their  con- 
clusion ;  that  he  would  not  give  any  opinion  upon  it  as  a  point 
of  law,  as  the  evidence,  being  admitted,  was  for  their  con- 
sideration :  he  wished  only,  in  case  they  thought,  as  mer* 
eantile  men,  that  such  an  intention  communicated  to  the 
son  alone  ought  to  qualify  the  rights  or  alter  the  rela- 
tions of  the  parties,  they  would  say  so,  and  the  Court  after- 
wards would  give  effect  to  it.  The  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiffii,  and  stated  that  the  intention  of  the  bankrupt, 
expressed  only  to  the  son  and  not  followed  up  by  any  act, 
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did  not,  and  in  their  opinion  ought  not,  to  inflaence  their  JBmA.  ^  P«ra«, 
verdict. 

Mr.  Alexander  had  leave  given  to  him  to  move,  if,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  intention  so  declared  was 
evidence,  and  if,  as  a  matter  of  law,  it  was  of  sufficient 
weight  to  entitle  the  defendants  to  a  verdict. 

It  is  with  this  verdict  found  upon  the  above  summing 
up  that  the  Court  is  now  to  deal. 

As  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt  that  the  intention  of 
the  bankrupt,  in  ordering  the  lead  to  be  landed  at  the 
wharf  of  the  defendants,  was  to  place  it  under  such  cir* 
cumstances  as  would  enable  the  vendor  to  stop  it,  and  that 
such  intention,  though  not  communicated  to  the  wharfin- 
gers, was  admissible  in  evidence,  and  as  I  consider  that  it 
was,  as  matter  of  law,  of  sufficient  weight  to  entitle  the 
defendants  to  a  verdict,  notwithstanding  the  other  evi* 
dence  in  the  cause,  I  am  of  opinion  the  rule  must  be  made 
absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit. 

Parke,  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in  this  case 
should  be  made  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  point 
reserved  by  my  Lord  Chief  Baron ;  which  point  I  under- 
stand to  be  this,  whether,  assuming  that  the  bankrupt's 
intention  in  ordering  the  goods  to  be  landed,  was  noi  to 
take  possession  of  them  on  his  own  account  as  owner,  does 
the  non-disclosure  of  that  intention  to  the  wharfinger  make 
any  difference  ?    I  think  it  does  not. 

When  this  case  was  before  the  Court  in  Hilary  Term, 
18S6  (a),  on  the  first  application  for  a  new  trial,  this  point 
was  discussed,  and  I  considered  it  to  have  been  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  that  the  non*disclo8ureof  that  intention  made 
no  difference,  when  they  decided  that  the  proper  question 
to  be  left  to  the  jury  was  quo  animo  the  act  of  landing  by 
the  bankrupt's  order  was  done :  was  it  done  with  intent 

(a)  See  1  Mesioa  9i  Webby,  28. 
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Sgeh.  rf  PUa»,  to  take  possession  by  the  bankrupt  as  owner  for  his  own 
benefit,  or  not?  But  as  my  Lord  Chief  Baron  appears  to 
have  thought  the  question  still  open,  and  to  have  acted 
under  that  impression  on  the  trial,  I  will  state  the  reasons 
for  the  opinion  I  then  formed  and  still  retain  a  little  more 
at  length  than  I  then  did. 

The  question  raised  upon  these  pleadings  is,  whether 
the  stoppage  by  Stagg,  the  unpaid  vendor,  took  place 
before  the  transitus  was  at  an  end,  and  the  delivery  to  the 
bankrupt  complete.  The  defendant  had  the  burthen  of 
that  issue  cast  upon  him,  and  I  think  upon  the  evidence 
be  did  prove  it 

Of  the  law  on  this  subject,  to  a  certain  extent,  and  suffi- 
cient for  the  decision  of  this  case,  there  is  no  doubt.  The 
delivery  by  the  vendor  of  goods  sold  to  a  carrier  of  any 
description,  either  expressly  or  by  implication  named  by 
the  vendee,  and  who  is  to  carry  on  his  account,  is  a  con* 
structive  delivery  to  the  vendee :  but  the  vendor  has  a 
right  if  unpaid,  and  if  the  vendee  be  insolvent,  to  retake 
the  goods  before  they  are  actually  delivered  to  the  vendee, 
or  some  one  whom  he  means  to  be  his  agent,  to  take  pos* 
session  of  and  keep  the  goods  for  him,  and  thereby  to  re- 
place the  vendor  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  not 
parted  with  the  actual  possession.  Up  to  this  point  the 
law  is  dear.  Whether  this  act  of  retaking  rescinds  the 
contract,  or  merely  restores  the  right  of  possession,  can 
hardly  as  yet  be  considered  as  finally  determined ;  for  even 
in  tlie  case  of  Clay  v.  Harrison  (a),  where  it  was  thought 
it  would  necessarily  be  decided,  it  became  ultimately  im- 
material to  settle  it,  as  appears  by  the  note  of  the  reporter, 
which  I  know  to  be  correct,  and  to  contain  the  true  ground 
of  the  judgment.  It  is  equally  unimportant  in  this  case  to 
give  any  decision  upon  it,  though  I  must  own  I  feel  very 
little  doubt  upon  the  question. 

(«)  10  B.  Ii  a  99. 
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The  actual  delivery  to  the  vendee  or  his  agent,  which  ^'ch.  of  PUa$t 
puts  an  end  to  the  transitus,  or  state  of  passage,  may  be  at 
the  vendee's  own  warehouse,  or  at  a  place  which  he  uses  as 
his  own,  though  belonging  to  another,  for  the  deposit  of 
goods ;  Scott  V.  Petit  (n),  Rovoe  v.  Piciford  (ft) ;  or  at 
a  place  where  he  means  the  goods  to  remain,  until  a  fresh 
destination  is  communicated  to  them  by  orders  from  him- 
self: Dixon  V.  Baldwin  (c) ;  or  it  may  be  by  the  vendee's 
taking  possession  by  himself  or  agent  at  some  point  short  of 
the  original  intended  place  of  destination. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider,  in  this  case,  whether  a 
vendee  may  take  such  possession  before  arrival  at  the  port 
or  place  of  delivery.  In  Wright  v.  Lawee  {d).  Lord  Kenyon 
held  he  could  ;  in  Hoist  v.  Pownal  (e),  that  where  there 
was  a  bill  of  lading,  he  could  not.  It  is  somewhat  difficult 
to  understand  how  a  bill  of  lading,  which  is  only  a  contract 
between  the  vendee  and  shipper  for  the  carriage,  can  make 
any  difference.  Here,  if  there  was  a  taking  possession  by 
the  vendee,  it  was  in  the  place  of  destination,  in  the  sense  in 
which  that  term  is  used  in  the  latter  case.  In  applying 
the  law  to  the  facts  as  proved,  it  is  clear  that  the  goods, 
which  were  put  on  board  under  a  biU  of  lading,  making 
them  deliverable  in  the  river  Thames,  were  not  actually 
delivered  to  the  vendee  or  his  agent  whilst  they  remained 
on  board  the  ship,  though  it  had  arrived  at  the  end  of  the 
voyage,  and  at  the  spot  where  the  ship-owner  was,  by  liis 
contract,  to  deliver  them.  The  putting  on  board  the 
lighters  (which  were  hired)  was  not  an  actual  delivery  to 
the  vendee,  for  it  was  only  another  mode  of  forwarding 
the  goods  a  stage  further.  Was  the  landing  and  ware- 
housing the  goods  at  the  wharf,  by  the  vendee's  order,  a 
delivery  of  them  at  a  warehouse  or  place  of  deposit  for  the 
vendee,  or  a  taking  possession  of  the  goods  as  owner  ? 

(a)  3  B.  &  B.  469.  (d)  4  Esp.  82. 

(6)  8  Taunt.  83.  (c)  1  Esp.  242. 

(c)  5  East,  175. 

VOL.  II.  T  T  M.  W. 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  The  answer  to  both  these  questions  depends  upon  that  to 
a  prior  question, — quo  animo  was  that  act  done  ? 

If  the  order  was  given  to  land  at  the  wharf,  with  intent 
to  make  it  the  place  of  deposit  for  the  goods  as  the  bank- 
rupt's own  property,  at  which  place  he  meant  to  deal  with 
them  as  his  own,  to  sell  to  his  customers,  or  to  give  tfiem 
from  thence  a  fresh  destination,  doubtless  the  transitus 
was  at  an  end.  The  wharf  became  the  warehouse  of  the 
Tendee,  and  the  landing  there  was  a  taking  possession* 
Independently  of  the  true  nature  and  character  of  that 
order  to  land,  the  wharf  was  not  the  warehouse  of  the 
vendee,  for  though  he  was  in  the  habit  of  using  that  wharf 
as  his  own  warehouse,  it  was  only  when  he  gave  written 
orders  to  land  there,  that  is,  he  was  in  the  habit,  by  an  act 
subsequent  to  the  shipping  and  arrival  in  the  river,  to 
select  that  wharf  as  the  place  of  final  deposit.  If  he  did 
not  do  so,  on  this  occasion,  it  was  not  the  place  of  final 
deposit — the  journey's  end  of  the  goods.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  his  intention  in  landing  the  goods  had  been  to 
make  the  wharfinger  an  instrument  of  further  conveyance 
to  his  own  warehouse,  then  the  transitus  still  contlnaed ; 
or  if  the  goods  were  placed  there  with  the  intention  of 
preventing  any  liability  on  his  part  to  the  captain  for  de- 
murrage, and  that  they  might  remain  in  medio,  or  that 
they  might  remain  for  the  benefit  of  the  owners,  the 
transitus  had  not  ended ;  they  had  not  arrived  at  the  end 
of  their  journey;  they  were  not  actually  delivered  to  the 
vendee  or  one  who  was  an  agent  of  his,  for  the  purpose 
of  keeping  possession  on  his  account. 

The  whole  question  then  is,  with  what  intent  was  the 
order  to  land  given  ?  Of  that  there  is  on  the  evidence  no 
doubt, — the  bankrupt  did  not  mean  to  take  possession  as 
owner.  The  son,  who  landed  the  goods,  was  not  atUho' 
rized  to  take  such  possession.  The  inquiry  with  what 
intent  an  act  is  done,  is  a  very  common  circumstance  in 
the  administration  of  the  criminal  law,  and  by  no  means  rare 
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in  that  of  our  ciyil  law.     Whether  a  man  left  his  house,  Bxeh.  of  PUat, 

1837. 
or  kept  it,  or  assigned  his  goods  with  intent  to  delay  his 

creditors,  or  intended  to  commit  a  fraud,  are  matters  of 
ordinary  occurrence;  and  in  such  inquiries,  if  you  can  be 
satisfied  by  the  concomitant  facts  that  such  an  intention 
existed,  the  want  of  a  disclosure  of  that  intention  to  any 
other  person  is  wholly  immateriaL  So  in  this  case,  if  the 
intention  existed,  I  think  the  non-disclosure  is  wholly  im- 
material. The  intention  not  to  take  the  goods  as  owner 
was  proyed  clearly  by  the  bankrupt's  son,  and,  I  cannot 
help  thinking,  might  have  been  proved  by  the  bankrupt 
himself,  whose  evidence  I  think  was  admissible ;  and  the 
only  effect,  as  I  think,  of  the  want  of  disclosure  of  that 
intention  to  the  wharfingers,  was  to  give  them  rights  as 
between  themselves  and  the  vendee,  for  whom  they  may 
have  supposed  that  they  were  acting  as  warehouse-keepers, 
which,  but  for  the  want  of  that  disclosure,  they  might  not 
have  possessed.  It  does  not  vary  the  rights  of  the  unpaid 
vendor,  which  continues  or  not,  according  to  the  real 
nature  of  the  character  which  the  person  bears,  who  has 
actual  custody  of  the  goods.  The  case  resembles  another 
which  might  occur  under  the  same  head.  For  example, 
suppose  the  vendee  to  order  goods  which  he  purchased 
to  be  left  at  an  inn,  which  was  also  the  receiving  house  of 
a  carrier,  for  the  purpose  of  being  forwarded  to  his  own 
residence,  their  intended  place  of  destination ;  but  from 
the  non-disclosure  by  the  vendor  of  that  purpose,  the  inn- 
keeper  supposed  that  he  was  to  keep  the  goods  till  the 
vendee  came  himself  for  them  or  ordered  them  to  be  sent 
elsewhere.  There  is  no  doubt,  I  apprehend,  that  not- 
withstanding such  ignorance  of  the  innkeeper  of  his  real 
character,  the  transitus  would  not  be  at  an  end  whilst 
the  goods  were  in  the  innkeeper's  possession. 

I  am  of  opinion,  for  these  reasons,  that  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute  for  a  nonsuit. 

T  t2 
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^*^\^T^^*  Lord  Abimger,  C.  B. — I  am  very  sorry  to  be  obliged 
to  differ  from  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  opinion  upon  this 
case.  Tiie  question  is  of  very  great  importance ;  and  as 
this  may  form  a  leading  case  on  the  subject  of  commercial 
law^  the  Court  have  given  it  serious  attention.  When  the 
case  was  tried  the  first  time,  I  received  the  declarations  of 
the  bankrupt,  made  to  bis  son,  with  considerable  doubt ; 
I  thought  they  were  not  evidence,  and  I  omitted^  in  sum- 
ming up  to  the  jury,  to  leave  any  question  of  intention  to 
them.  When  the  case  was  moved  for  a  new  trial,  that 
omission  of  mine  to  leave  the  effect  of  intention  to  the 
jury,  was  considered  objectionable ;  and  doubtless  it  was 
so,  if  such  intention  was  admissible  evidence.  I  concurred 
in  opinion  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  supposing  the  in- 
tention to  be  admissible  evidence,  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case^  as  they  were  then  presented,  that  it  was  fit 
that  a  new  inquiry  should  take  place.  It  did  not  then 
appear  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the  wharf  on  which 
the  goods  were  Janded  was  the  usual  and  ultimate  place 
in  which  the  bankrupt  received  goods  of  that  description: 
it  was  left  in  doubt  whether  that  wharf^  or  any  other 
wharf,  might  not  have  been  selected  for  the  purpose  of 
landing  these  goods^  merely  to  discharge  the  vessels  of 
them,  and  with  a  view  to  remove  them  to  the  bankrupt's 
warehouse ;  and  I  admitted  the  argument,  that,  as  long  as 
the  goods  had  not  come  into  the  actual  possession  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  to  the  possession  of  some  immediate  agent, 
who  was  finally  to  receive  them  on  his  account,  the  transi- 
tuB  still  continued,  and  therefore  it  was  competent  to  the 
vendor  to  stop  in  transitu :  and  the  question  of  whether  a 
party  who  had  intercepted  the  goods  in  their  progress, 
thereby  accepted  them,  and  put  an  end  to  the  transitus, 
necessarily  involved  the  intention  with  which  he  took  that 
step ;  and  it  might,  therefore,  be  important  to  ascertain 
the  reason  of  his  interference  before  they  came  into  his 
final  possession.     In  other  words,  as  there  is  a  class  of 
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cases  where  the  transitus  has  been  held  to  be  determined  E^eh.  of  PUat, 

1837. 
by  the  reception  of  the  goods  at  another  person's  ware- 
house on  behalf  of  the  consignee,  this  case  roight  be  dis- 
tinguished from  that  class,  if  it  appeared  upon  the  evidence 
that  the  so  receiving  them  was  only  a  step  in  their  pro- 
gress to  their  destination,  and  that  they  were  still  to  come 
to  him  at  another  place.  The  intention,  therefore,  with 
which  he  caused  the  goods  to  be  landed,  was  important : 
and  in  that  view  I  concurred  with  the  rest  of  the  Court, 
and  a  new  trial  was  directed. 

Now,  the  reason  for  my  opinion  in  the  present  case  is 
founded  upon  a  fact  proved  at  the  last,  which  did  not 
appear  on  the  first  trial ;  and  that  fact  is  this,  as  appears 
by  the  evidence  of  his  son, — that  the  bankrupt,  when- 
ever he  had  any  sheet  lead  consigned  to  him  which  he 
did  not  sell  in  the  river,  caused  it  to  be  landed  at 
Beale's  wharf,  which  was  the  last  and  the  only  place 
where  he  ever  received  sheet  lead,  where  it  was  piled 
up  for  his  use,  though  he  had  a  warehouse  of  his  own 
for  other  commodities.  On  the  first  trial,  a  doubt  existed 
in  my  mind  whether  the  landing  of  the  sheet  lead  at 
Beale's  wharf  was  not  merely  a  step  to  its  being  carried  to 
his  own  warehouse;  but  upon  the  last  trial,  it  being 
proved  that,  whenever  sheet  lead  was  consigned  to  him, 
Beale's  wharf  was  the  place  where  it  was  deposited,  in  his 
own  name,  and  for  his  own  use,  there  to  remain  until  it  was 
disposed  of  or  sold  to  his  customers,  I  consider  that,  fact 
to  make  a  very  important  difference,  and  I  now  proceed 
to  mention  my  reasons  for  thinking  so.  I  consider  the 
law  to  be  well  settled,  that  in  all  cases  of  the  sale  and 
transmission  of  goods,  the  transitus  is  at  an  end  when  the 
property  comes  either  into  the  actual  possession  of  the 
vendee,  or  to  that  place  where,  by  his  authority,  they  are 
destined  to  come  for  his  use  and  to  await  bis  orders; 
where  there  is  nothing  further  to  be  done  with  the  goods 
but  to  sell  them  to  a  customer,  or  to  apply  them  to  his 
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Eteh.  of  Pieoi,  own  use ;  where,  in  effect,  there  is  to  be  no  further  change 
^  '  ^  of  possession  till  a  change  of  property  takes  place,  the 
James  transit  is  at  an  end.  Now,  supposing  the  actual  transitus 
Griffin.  in  this  case,  according  to  the  received  authorities,  to  be  at 
an  end ;  independent  of  the  question  of  intention,  an  im* 
portant  question  arises,  which  is  this — whether  the  inten- 
tion which  existed  in  the  mind  of  the  bankrupt,  at  the 
time  when  the  transitus  was  so  at  an  end,  shall  alter  or 
qualify  the  right  of  the  assignees  to  possess  these  goods^ 
or  can  give  the  right  to  the  vendor  still  to  obtain  the  pos- 
session of  them.  It  should  be  observed,  that  in  this  case 
the  books  of  the  wharfingers,  the  defendants,  were  not 
produced.  Notice  was  given  to  produce  them ;  and  on 
the  argument  addressed  to  the  jury,  in  which,  I  own,  I 
entirely  concurred,  the  non-production  of  these  books, 
which,  it  was  elear,  had  been  kept  by  the  wharfinger, 
afforded  a  strong  presumption  that  the  goods,  if  entered 
fa]  the  wharfinger's  books,  were  entered  in  the  name 
of  the  bankrupt  as  his  property.  Now  then  I  assume, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  question,  that  the  goods  had 
arrived  at  the  only  place  where  the  bankrupt  ever  intended 
them  to  arrive,  and  that  they  could  not  be  removed  from 
that  place  without  some  change  of  property,  by  a  sale  to 
a  customer,  or  by  his  order  in  whose  name  they  were  en- 
tered in  the  books  of  the  wharfinger,  and  that  he  alone 
was  the  person  to  whom  the  defendant  was  accountable 
by  his  contract,  not  for  the  further  carriage,  but  for  the 
safe  custody  of  the  goods. 

Now,  the  question  is,  whether  the  mere  intention  ex- 
isting in  his  mind  at  the  time  of  the  deposit,  is  competent 
to  alter  the  relation  of  the  parties.  At  the  last  trial,  I  left 
that  question  to  the  jury  distinctly,  giving  no  opinion  upon 
it  myself,  as  I  did  not  wish  to  prejudice  any  opinion  of 
theirs  by  any  direction  of  mine  on  the  subject ;  and  they 
delivered  their  opinion  strongly.  They  thought  the  iii- 
lentton,  not  declared  to  the  wharfinger,  so  as  to  qualify 
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the  contract  by  which  he  became  the  agent  of  the  vendeCj  ^ch.  tf  PUat* 
made  no  difference  at  all  in  the  rights  of  the  parties ;  and,  ^ 

I  own,  I  concurred  with  them  in  that  opinion.  Jambs 

The  question  is  original.  The  only  case  that  I  know  of  griffin. 
on  which  the  defendants  can  rest  as  an  authority  is  Jikin 
V.  Barwick  (a),  which  is  of  this  description :  A  person 
residing  in  the  west  of  England  had  purchased  goods  of 
a  person  living  in  London ;  before  the  goods  arrived  at  his 
warehouse  he  found  himself  in  failing  circumstances,  and, 
being  an  honest  person,  when  they  arrived  he  declined  to 
receive  them  into  his  warehouse,  and  dispatched  them  to 
another  man's  warehouse,  accompanied  by  a  letter  to  that 
person,  stating  that  he  did  not  choose  to  receive  thesegoods, 
and  desiring  him  to  hold  them  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor. 
This  was  before  his  bankruptcy.  The  day  after  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  he  addressed  a  letter  to  the  vendors,  telling 
them  what  he  had  done.  Upon  this  a  question  arose  be- 
tween the  assignees  and  the  vendors.  Though  the  re- 
port is  short,  it  is  correct  as  far  as  it  goes,  but  I  have 
reason  to  know,  from  some  private  sources,  that  it  was 
argued  more  than  once,  and  at  great  length.  The  only 
argument  adduced  for  the  assignees  was  this — the  goods 
were  the  property  of  the  vendee  by  the  act  of  sale,  they 
had  been  sent  to  him,  and  the  contract  which  vested  the 
property  in  him  could  not  be  rescinded  except  by  the 
consent  of  both  parties ;  and  as  he  had  become  a  bankrupt 
before  he  gave  notice  to  the  vendor,  and  before  the  ven- 
dor consented  to  receive  the  goods  back,  it  became  im- 
possible for  him  then  to  rescind  the  contract  himself,  or 
to  give  the  vendors  a  right  to  receive  the  goods,  without 
the  assent  of  the  assignees.  It  was  argued  on  the  other 
side,  that  a  man  was  to  be  presumed  to  do  every  thing 
which  it  is  bis  interest  to  do,  till  the  contrary  appears;  and 
therefore,  as  the  person  to  whom  the  goods  were  sent  by 

(a)  lStra.165;  10  Mod.  432,  Fortesc.  353. 
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jsxeh.  if  Pleat,  the  vendor  had  received  them  as  the  assets  and  for  the  be- 
^  nefit  of  the  vendor,  his  consent  to  that  matter  must  be  pre- 
sumed ;  and  upon  that  latter  ground  the  Court  decided  in 
favour  of  the  defendant,  and  held  that  the  goods  were  the 
property  of  the  vendor.  Afterwards,  in  the  case  of  Har- 
man  Y.Fisber  (a) ^Ijord  Mansfield  &Tst  introduced  that  prin- 
ciple into  the  law  of  bankruptcy,  that  a  person  on  the  eve 
of  and  contemplating  bankruptcy  should  not  give  a  prefe- 
rence to  a  particular  creditor  by  sending  him  back  goods 
or  paying  his  debt.  It  was  obvious  that  the  case  of  Ai- 
kin  V.  Barmck  stood  in  the  way  of  that  decision ;  and 
Lord  Mansfield,  in  order  to  reconcile  the  cases,  stated, 
that  in  Atkin  v.  Barmck  the  judgment  was  right  though 
the  reasons  were  wrong,  and  stated  what  he  conceived  to  be 
the  true  ground  of  the  decision,  which  was  this — that  the 
bankrupt,  being  an  honest  man,  when  the  goods  arrived, 
refused  to  take  them  into  his  warehouse,  or  to  accept  them 
at  all,  or  to  make  them  a  part  of  his  effects,  but  sent  them 
to  another  person,  signifying  his  intention  that  they  were 
to  be  deposited  with  him  as  the  goods  of  the  vendor,  and 
as  his  agent,  he,  the  vendee,  having  refused  to  receive 
them.  That  authority  does  not  apply  to  the  present  case. 
The  important  fact  is  wanting  of  some  declaration  of  t)ie 
vendee  to  the  person  who  received  the  goods,  of  an  inten- 
tion to  rescind  the  contract,  and  still  more  of  some  notice 
to  the  person  in  whose  hands  he  placed  the  goods,  that  he 
placed  them  there  at  the  disposition  of  the  vendor.  In 
the  case  of  Atkin  v.  Barmck,  it  is  plain,  that  if  the  person 
who  received  the  goods  for  the  use  of  the  vendor,  had  re- 
fused to  deliver  them  to  the  vendor,  he  would  have  been 
liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  vendor,  because  by 
contract  he  had  received  them  as  his  agent,  independ- 
ently of  all  question  of  stopping  in  transitu.  In  this  case 
there  is  nothing  which  passed  between  the  wharfinger  and 

(a)  Cowp.ll7i  Lofft,472. 
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the  bankrupt,  to  qualify  the  obligation  of  the  wharfinger  &rcA.  </  PietUf 
to  hold  the  goods  for  the  bankrupt.  If  he  had  communi- 
cated to  the  wharfinger  that  he  did  not  wish  to  take  the 
goods,  but  desired  him  to  receive  them  till  the  suspense 
he  was  under  was  removed,  and  hold  them  in  the  mean 
time  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor,  the  case  would  be 
very  difierent,  and  would  range  under  the  authority  of 
jiikin  V.  Barwick;  but  this  is  a  case  where  he  makes 
an  unqualified  contract  with  the  wharfinger  to  receive 
the  goods  as  his,  and  to  account  to  him  alone  for  them 
as  upon  former  occasions,  and  therefore  the  question 
is  whether  his  secret  intention  at  the  time  he  made 
that  contract  with  the  wharfinger  is  to  make  any  dif- 
ference? I  consider  it  is  of  no  importance  his  declar- 
ing that  intention  to  the  son :  it  was  not  declared  to  the 
wharfinger.  The  son  stated  that  the  father  did  not  tell 
him  to  communicate  it  to  the  wharfinger :  the  fact  would 
be  the  same  as  if  the  intention  had  merely  existed  in  his 
own  mind,  undeclared  to  any  body.  So,  the  consequence 
would  be,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  goods  of  a  bankrupt 
are  not  received  actually  into  his  own  warehouse,  and  into 
his  own  manual  possession,  but  where  the  transit  is  at  an 
end,  in  the  usual  mode  in  which  his  business  is  conducted, 
by  being  received  at  the  warehouse  of  another  person, 
who  by  his  own  authority,  and  in  his  name,  and  for  his 
use,  received  the  goods,  and  described  them  as  belonging 
to  the  vendee,  and  deposited  for  his  use,  he  might  after* 
wards  come  and  declare  that  he  had  formed  an  intention 
at  the  time  not  to  take  them,  and  thereby  devest  the  right 
of  his  assignees.  Now,  it  appears  to  me,  that  whatever 
wish  we  may  feel  to  do  justice  in  particular  cases,  we 
ought  to  be  especially  cautious  of  laying  down  any  prin- 
ciple in  commercial  law  that  may  lead  to  uncertainty  and 
litigation.  One  of  the  main  advantages  of  jurisprudence 
isj  that  the  rules  of  property  should  be  certain,  and  liti- 
gation made  as  little  likely  to  arise  as  possible.     In  this 
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Bxeh.  rf  Pkas,  case  it  is  obvious  that  a  new  element  of  uncertainty  is  in- 
troduced; and  thati  in  every  possible  case  where  a  bank- 
ruptcy intervenes,  and  goods  are  not  received  into  the 
actual  custody  of  the  bankrupt,  it  will  be  in  his  power  to 
make  a  subsequent  declaration  of  his  intentiooi  to  favour 
a  particular  creditor.  I  have  no  doubt  that  this  will  give 
rise  to  considerable  litigation.  The  rule  of  law  is  now 
pretty  well  settled  as  to  what  shall  be  deemed  the  posses* 
sion  of  goods  by  a  bankrupt ;  it  will,  I  apprehend,  hence- 
forward be  open  to  doubt  in  many  cases :  and  on  that 
account,  and  not  because  I  am  insensible  to  the  justice  of 
the  particular  case,  or  that  I  am  not  most  desirous,  if  pos- 
sible, of  concurring  with  my  Brothers  in  opinion,  it  is  that  I 
find  myself  obliged  to  differ.  I  fear  the  result  of  this 
case  will  be,  to  protect  an  underhand  intention  of  the 
bankrupt  to  qualify  the  acts  done  by  him  in  making  a 
contract  with  any  person  who  may  receive  the  goods  in  hia 
name,  and  to  account  to  him  Only. 

On  these  grounds,  although  with  much  concern,  I 
differ  from  my  learned  Brothers :  but  as  the  majority  of 
the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  a  nonsuit  ought  to  be 
entered,  of  course  that  consequence  must  follow. 


Rule  absolute  for  entering  a  nonsuit. 


Edmunds  v.  Groves. 

Anumptit  by  ASSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a 
inmker^f?D<rte.  promissory  note.     Plea  (in  substance)  that  the  considera- 

Plea,  that  the 
note  wu  given 

for  a  gaming  debt,  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  with  notice  thereof,  and  without  oontidenCioo. 
lleplication,  that  the  note  waa  indorKd  to  the  plaintiff  without  notice  of  the  illegality,  and  for  « 
good  and  infficient  conaideration ;  on  which  iisue  was  Joined: — Held,  that,  on  these  pleadings,  the 
illegal  making  of  the  note  was  not  so  admiued  as  to  render  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  give  any 
evidence  of  consideration ;  but  that,  in  order  to  compel  him  to  do  so,  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
proved  the  illegality  by  evidence. 

An  admission  of  a  &ct  on  the  record  amounts  merely  to  a  waiver  of  requiring  proof  of  that  act; 
but  if  the  other  party  seeks  to  have  any  inference  drawn  by  the  jury  from  the  fact  so  admitted,  he 
must  pr9V€  it  like  any  other  fact. 
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tion  for  which  the  defendant  made  the  note  was  money  lost  Ex<^,  rf  PUa$, 

1837. 
by  gaming,  and  that  it  was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  with 

notice  thereof,  without  value  or  consideration.  Replication, 
that  the  note  was  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff  without  notice  of 
the  illegality,  and  for  good  and  sufficient  value  and  consi* 
deration,  on  which  issue  was  joined.  At  the  trial  before 
Lord  AbingeVf  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Easter 
Term,  no  evidence  was  given  on  either  side,  and  under  his 
Lordship's  direction  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  amount  of  the  note,  the  defendant  having  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  original  illegal  consideration  for  the  note 
was  admitted  on  the  record,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  have  given  evidence  that  he  was  a  holder  for 
value. 

W.  H*  Watson  now  moved  accordingly.— By  the  form 
in  which  the  plaintiff  has  chosen  to  reply,  he  has  admitted 
the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  note  was  given  for  a 
gaming  debt.  He  might  have  replied  de  injuriA,  and  put 
the  whole  plea  in  issue.  As  he  chooses  to  admit  the  fact 
of  the  illegal  consideration,  it  must  be  taken  as  admitted 
with  all  its  consequent  inferences.  The  plaintiff,  there- 
fore,  a  suspicion  being  thus  thrown  upon  his  title,  ought 
to  have  proved  consideration:  Heath  v.  Sansom  (o). 
[Aldersarif  B. — The  pleadings  are  not  before  the  jury,  but 
only  the  issue].  They  try  the  issue  only,  but  they  try  it 
with  reference  to  the  other  facts  appearing  on  the  face  of 
the  record.  It  is  very  desirable  that  this  question  should 
be  settled,  in  order  that  parties  may  know,  when  they  go 
to  trial,  whether  an  allegation  admitted  on  the  record  is 
to  be  taken  as  a  fact  proved,  with  all  its  consequences,  or 
not. 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  291. 
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Exeh.  €f  Pkoi,      Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.— I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought 
^    to  be  DO  rule  in  this  case.    According  to  the  recent  ded* 
sions  of  this  Court,  which  had  the  concurrence  of  all  the 
Judges,  I  think  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant,  who 
set  up  as  a  defence  this  fact,  that  the  note  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff  with  notice  of  its  original  infirmity,  to 
have  produced  some  evidence  to  prove  it:  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  onus  probandi  was  on  him.     It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  say  what  evidence  would  have  been  sufiicient  for  the 
purpose,  until  the  case  arises  where  the  whole  facts  of  the 
case  are  open  on  the  record,  so  that  it  is  for  the  jury  to  ^ay 
what  were  the  circumstances  attending  the  inception  of  the 
instrument :  the  very  circumstance  that  it  was  improperly 
obtained  may  cast  such  suspicion  on  the  title  to  the  note, 
that  unless  the  plaintiff  rebuts  any  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  his  possible  connexion  with  the  party  who  so  ob- 
tained it,  by  proving  that  he  gave  value,  the  jury  may  infer 
against  him  that  he  was  so  connected.      But  upon  this 
issue,  as  it  is  joined  here,  I  think  it  was  for  the  defendant 
to  give  some  evidence  to  connect  the  plaintiff  with  the 
parties  whom  he  charges  as  being  connected  with  the  iUe« 
gal  concoction  of  the  note.     I  wish  to  give  no  opinion  in 
contradiction  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Watson  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  admission  of  a  fact  on  the  record ;  but  as 
there  was  no  evidence  given  of  the  illegality,  I  think  the 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  right.    It  may  be  worth  con^ 
sideration  whether  the  act  of  Parliament  (a)  which  pro- 
fesses to  render  securities  given  for  gaming  debts  available 
in  the  hands  of  a  holder  for  value,  really  has  that  effect. 
I  give  no  decided  opinion  upon  that :  if  however  it  has 
not,  the  question  is  on  the  record. 

Holland,  B. — L  am  of  the  same  opinion.    This   was 
the  defendant's  averment,  and  I  think  he  ought  to  prove  if. 

(a)  5  &  6  Will  4,  c.  41. 
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Alderson,  B. — In  this  case  the  defendant  pleads  that  £«c^  ^  P<eo#» 
there  was  a  gambling  transaction  between  him  and  a  third  ^ 

person,  and  that  the  note  was  given  in  respect  of  that  Edmunds 
transaction,  and  was  indorsed  over  to  the  plaintiff  with  full  Groybs. 
knowledge  on  his  part  of  the  illegal  transaction,  and  with- 
out consideration.  The  plaintiff  replies  that  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  illegal  transaction,  and  that  he  gave  con- 
sideration. That  Mr.  WaUon  calls  an  admission  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  sufficient  to  raise  an  inference  against 
faim  of  the  existence  of  facts  passing  between  the  defend- 
ant and  a  third  person.  I  apprehend  that  he  is  totally 
wrong  in  his  conception  of  the  effect  of  an  admission  on 
the  record.  An  admission  on  the  record  is  merely  a  waiver 
of  requiring  proof  of  those  parts  of  the  record  which  are 
not  denied,  the  party  being  content  to  rest  his  claim  on 
the  other  facts  in  dispute ;  but  if  any  inferences  are  to  be 
drawn  by  the  jury,  they  must  have  the  facts  from  which 
such  inferences  are  to  be  drawn  proved  like  any  other  facts. 
If  that  be  so,  there  was  nothing  to  go  to  the  jury  in  this 
case  from  which  they  could  draw  the  inference  of  fact  that 
the  note  was  illegal  in  its  inception.  The  defendant  there- 
fore having  given  no  evidence,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  a  verdict. 

Rule  refused. 


In  the  Matter  of  Robert  Thompson. 

JL  HIS  was  an  application  to  set  aside  a  writ  of  privilege  a  geneni  writ 
which  had  been  issued  under  the  following  circumstances : — •  opentea^ereiy 
Robert  Thompson,  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  Reroembran-  •»  *  ^^  ^' 

*^  the  party  is 

cer's  office  of  the  Exchequer,  was  sued  in  Chancery  jointly  entiUed  to  tiie 

with  other  parties  who  were  not  entitled  to  privilege.     It  court!?nd 

appeared  that  Thompson  was  not  personally  interested  in  f^ "n^^n* 

these  proceedings,  but  was  made  a  party  to  the  suit  on  and  therefore  it 

is  irregular  to 
moTe  to  set  it 
aside,  even  though  it  is  sued  out  in  a  case  in  which  the  officer  is  not  entitled  to  privilege. 
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*««*•  V^^**"*  the  ground  of  his  being  one  of  the  personal  representatives 
of  a  trustee  of  a  term  of  years.  Mr.  Thompson  having 
been  served  with  a  subpcena  issuing  out  of  Chancery,  his 
solicitor  wrote  to  the  solicitor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit, 
insisting  on  Mr.  T.*s  privilege  of  being  sued  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  alone,  and  informing  him  that,  unless  the 
proceedings  in  Chancery  were  abandoned,  the  necessary 
steps  would  be  taken  to  put  a  stop  to  them.  A  writ  of 
privilege  was  accordingly  issued,  which  was  as  follows : — 
"  William  the  4th,  &c.  To  all  to  whom  these  present 
letters  shall  come,  greeting.  Whereas^  as  well  from  our 
royal  dignity  as  from  ancient  custom,  in  consequence 
thereof  used  time  beyond  the  memory  of  man  hitherto,  it 
hath  obtained  that  the  Barons  of  our  Exchequer,  the 
clerks  residing  there,  and  all  other  ministers  officiating 
thereof,  whether  they  be  of  the  clergy,  or  such  others  as 
belong  to  the  King's  court  who  assist  there  by  command, 
should  not  be  required  to  appear  out  of  the  said  Exche- 
quer for  any  causes  before  any  judges  whatsoever,  or  the 
very  judge  before  whom  the  suit  should  be  depending, 
whether  ecclesiastical  or  secular;  and  that  if  they  should 
happen  to  be  cited  by  reason  of  any  power  granted  by  the 
Crown,  they  should,  by  public  authority,  be  excused;  and 
that  the  same  persons  should  be  free  and  acquitted  from 
all  common  juries,  suits  of  court  in  the  county  court,  hun- 
dred court,  and  other  courts  whatsoever,  as  well  held  for 
and  in  their  lordships  as  elsewhere,  within  their  fees;  and 
likewise  from  minderwite  exercises,  watchings,  and  dane- 
gelts;  and  also  from  any  provision  or  purveyance,  and 
other  payments  by  name  of  customs,  for  any  victuals  what- 
soever, for  their  own  houses,  brought  in  any  cities,  castles, 
or  maritime  places  whatsoever ;  and  from  any  other  assarts 
of  their  own  demesnes,  and  from  the  payment  of  any  toll 
or  custom,  and  that  they  should  not  be  impleaded  else- 
where than  in  the  Exchequer  aforesaid,  so  long  as  the  said 
Exchequer  shall  be  open,  as  appears  by  the  inspection  of 
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the  red  book  of  our  Exchequer^  under  the  title  relating  -B«a.  rf  Phas^ 
to  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  residents  of  the  Ex-  ^ 

chequer^  which  King  Henry  the  First  by  writ  granted  for         in  re 

Thompson 

the  perpetual  exemption  of  such  as  assist  there.  We  there- 
fore command  you,  and  strictly  enjoin,  not  to  molest  or 
permit  to  be  molested,  as  far  as  in  you  lies,  Robert  Thomp- 
son, Esq.,  one  of  the  clerks  in  the  office  of  his  Majesty's 
Remembrancer  of  our  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  whose 
continual  residence  is  there  required,  contrary  to  the  tenor 
of  the  privileges  aforesaid^  nor  compel  him  to  execute  any 
office,  but  to  cause  him  to  have  firm  quiet  in  that  respect, 
under  the  penalty  that  shall  befall  thereon;  and  if,  on 
these  occasions,  or  any  of  them,  ye  shall  have  taken  any 
distress  or  provision  from  the  said  Robert  Thompson  or 
his  servants,  that  ye  cause  the  same  to  be  restored  to  him 
without  delay ;  or  if  ye  have  arrested  the  said  Robert 
Thompson,  that  ye  forthwith  suffer  him  to  go  at  large, 
upon  the  pain  that  shall  befall  thereon.  In  witness  whereof 
we  have  caused  these  our  letters  to  be  made  patent.  Wit- 
ness, James  Lord  Abinger,  at  Westminster,  the  31st  day 
of  January,  in  the  7th  year  of  our  reign,  by  the  tenor  of 
the  red  book,  and  by  the  Barons.— Vincent." 

Simpkinson  and  Beavan  now  moved  to  set  the  writ  aside. 
— This  writ  was  improperly  issued.  In  17Viner*s  Abr. 
tit.  Privilege,  p.  5^4,  pi.  26,  it  is  said  that  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Egerton  declared  that  *^  no  Chequer  man  is  privi- 
leged against  a  subpoena  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,"  and 
several  pleas  by  officers  there,  as  Register,  Receiver,  &c., 
have  been  overruled.  But  secondly,  were  the  law  other- 
wise, it  only  applies  to  cases  where  the  officer  is  sued  solely, 
and  not  conjointly  with  others  who  are  not  entitled  to  pri- 
vilege (a).     Fanshaw  v.  Famhaw  (6),  Powle's  case  (c), 

(o)    Viner'8    Abr.,    Privilege,         (b)  1  Vernon,  246. 
Vol.  17,  p.  521,  pi.  8,  and  p.  623,         (cj  Dyer,  377- 
pi.  19.  i 

VOL.  II.  U  U  M.  W. 
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£'<"&.  ofPUoi,  Molyn  y.  Cooke  (a),  Robaris  v.  Martm  (b),  Ramsboiiam 
v^.^^J_^  V.  Harcourt  {c).  Besides,  Thompson  is  only  entiUed  lo 
^nre        avsil  himself  of  his  privilege  where  he  is  personally  sued, 

and  not  where  he  is  sued  in  his  representative  character  as 

executor  or  trustee. 

C.  P.  Cooper  and  Bacon^  contri. — ^Tbe  application  to 
set  aside  this  writ  cannot  be  supported.  It  has  been  said, 
that  where  a  defendant  entitled  to  privilege  is  sued  with 
otherSj  or  in  his  representative  character  as  executor,  he 
cannot  claim  his  privilege.  The  authorities  on  this  point 
are  very  conflicting;  but  there  are  decisions  in  Chancery, 
in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  in  the  King's  Bench,  where  the 
privilege  has  been  held  to  extend  to  cases  of  that  na- 
ture (c/).  The  Courts,  in  determining  this  question,  have 
considered  whether  the  party  can  have  the  same  re- 
medy in  the  Court  where  he  is  sued  as  in  the  Court 
where  the  privilege  is  claimed.  In  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer there  is  both  an  equity  and  common-law  jurisdiction, 
which  differs  it  from  the  Courts  of  Chancery,  King's  Bench, 
and  Common  Pleas.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  could 
deal  with  this  matter  as  well  as  the  Court  of  Chancery. 
In  Gilbert's  Common  Pleas,  SO!),  speaking  of  the  privilege 
of  officers  not  to  be  drawn  out  of  their  own  Courts,  it  is 
said, ''  But  this  is  to  be  understood  when  the  plaintiff  can 
have  the  same  remedy  against  the  officer  in  his  own  Court 
as  in  that  where  he  sues  him  ;*'  and  numerous  examples  are 
put  to  illustrate  that  position.  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
the  privilegeis  more  extensive  than  in  the  other  Courts  (e). 
But,  secondly,  the  present  application  is  irregular,  because 
this  writ  is  not  in  the  nature  of  an  injunction,  but  a 
mere  general  notice  what  the  privileges  of  the  Exche- 
quer  are,   and    that   Thompson   was   entitled   to    those 

(a)  1  Ventr.  298.  {d)  Viner's  Abr-  Privilege,  G. 

(6)  1  Taunt.  254.  (c)  1  Burton's  Exchequer  Prac- 

(c)  4  Mau.  &  Sehv.  535.  tice,  p.  46  and  48. 
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privileges.    The  plaintiff  would  not  incur  a  contempt  of  Exeh.  of  PUat, 


1837. 


this  Court  by  proceeding  in  the  suit  notwithstanding  the 
service  of  the  writ  upon  him.    There  is  nothing  in  thb         in  re 


writ  relating  toUie  Chancery  suit  in  question,  and  it  is  not 
at  all  in  the  nature  of  an  injunction.  As  far  as  that  suit 
is  concerned,  it  is' a  sheet  of  waste  paper  until  Mr.  Thomp- 
son chooses  to  adopt  ulterior  proceedings.  In  Crossley  v. 
Shaw  {a)t  it  was  held  that  an  attorney  of  the  King's  Bench, 
arrested  by  capias  on  a  special  original  out  of  the  same 
Court,  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge  by  serving  the 
sheriff  with  his  writ  of  privilege,  but  that  he  must  plead  it. 
So  in  Snee  v.  Humphreys  (i),  and  Mayor  of  Basingsioke 
V.  Bonner  (c),  it  was  held  that  an  attorney  must  plead  his 
privilege,  and  that  he  cannot  be  discharged  on  motion. 
This  writ  is  distinguishable  from  thewrit  of  inju  nction 
of  privilege,  which  restrains  the  party  by  name  from  pro- 
ceeding in  the  suit. 

Simpkinsonf  in  reply. — The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  obey 
this  writ,  with  which  he  has  been  served.  By  the  terms 
of  the  writ  he  is  commanded  **  not  further  to  molest"  Mr. 
Thompson,  **  upon  the  pain  that  would  befall  thereon/' 
The  plaintiff  could  not,  therefore,  proceed  in  his  suit,  both 
out  of  respect  to  the  Court  out  of  which  the  writ  issued,  and 
by  reason  of  the  consequence  which  would  result  there- 
from. Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  attached  Thompson  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  he  would  have  disobeyed  the  writ  and 
been  guilty  of  a  contempt.  In  Wyatt's  Practical  Regis- 
ter, 344,  it  is  said,  **  If  an  officer  refuse  to  allow  or  dis- 
obey a  writ  of  privilege,  or  require  bail  before  he  will 
discbarge  the  parties,  it  is  a  contempt,  for  which  many 
have  been  committed."  It  is  clear  that  such  was  the  con- 
struction put  upon  it  by  Mr.  Thompson's  solicitor,  who  in 
his  letter  treats  it  as  the  necessary  step  "  to  put  a  stop  to 
the  plaintiff's  proceedings  in  the  suit." 

(«)  2  W.  Black.  1085.  (6)  1  Wils.  306.  (c)  2  Stra.  864. 

u  u  2 


Thompson. 
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Exeh.  ofPUoit  Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is 
'  -^  no  ground  for  this  application.  The  motion  is  founded 
In  re  on  a  misapprehension  of  the  nature  of  the  writ.  It  is  no 
injunction,  which  prevents  the  plaintiff  from  proceeding, 
but  is  nothing  more  than  a  document  under  the  authority  of 
this  Court,  attesting  who  the  party  is»  and  what  his  gene- 
ral privileges  are.  This  writ  does  not  at  all  add  to  or 
take  away  any  privilege  which  the  defendant  has^  or  any 
power  he  has  of  pleading  it.  It  does  not  apply  to  the 
particular  cause.  We  are  asked  to  set  aside  this  writ  of 
privilege ;  but  we  cannot  do  so,  as  it  may  be  of  use  to  the 
defendant  in  another  cause.  The  application  must  there- 
fore be  dismissed ;  but  as  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
attempted  to  avail  himself  of  the  writ  to  stop  the  proceed- 
ings, we  think  there  should  be  no  costs. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Wheatley  V,  Patrick. 

A.  borrowed  of  V^ASE. — The  declaration  stated  that  at  the  time  of  com- 

chaiae,  and  went  mitting  the  grievances  &c.,  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of 

**ani*ed*by"c  *  horse,  at  that  time  drawing  in  an  omnibus,  and  that  the 

on  an  excursion  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  horse  then  harnessed  to  and 

of  pleasurei  C.  . 

driving.  By  drawing  a  chaise  of  the  defendant,  which  chaise  and  horse 
mcnMhe'hoS'  ^^""^  ""der  the  care,  management,  government,  and  di- 
and chaise  were  rection  of  the  defendant,  who  was  drivinc:  the  same;  yet 

driven  against  **  '   -^ 

andinjared  that  the  defendant  so  negligently  and  improperly  drove 

hone^-^Hetd,  and  directed  the  said  chaise  and  horse,  that,  by  reason  of 

oiTthTcatte*"  the  negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  the  defendant, 

might  be  main-  the  defendant's  said  chaise  ran  and  struck  against  the 

ii^ury  against  plaintiff's  said  horse,  and  killed  it.     Plea,  not  guilty. 

dar^tion"^*'  At  the  trial  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  Middle- 

charging  that 

he  was  possessed  of  and  driving  the  horse  and  chaise,  and  that  by  hit  negligent  driving  the  injury 
was  occasioned. 
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sex  Sittings  after  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  de-   Exch.  of  Pfeat,  | 

fendant  bad  borrowed  a  horse  and  gig  of  Messrs.  Dela-  ^  '  ^  ! 

fosse  &  Co ,  and  that  a  Mr.  NichoUs  accompanied  the     Wheatley  j 

defendant  in  it  on  an  excursion  into  the  country.  As  they  Patrick. 
were  returning  home,  Mr.  NichoUs  driving,  and  the  defen- 
dant sitting  with  him  in  the  gig,  the  accident  happened 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  action.  It  was  objected  for 
the  defendant,  that  these  facts  did  not  sustain  the  alle- 
gation in  the  declaration,  that  the  horse  and  chaise  were 
under  the  direction  of,  and  driven  by,  the  defendant.  His 
Lordship  however  thought  the  proof  sufficient,  and  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  plaintiiF,  giving  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  he  was  not  liable  under  the  circumstance?. 

Sir  W.  Folleti  now  moved  accordingly. — The  declara- 
tion  states  in  express  terms  that  the  chaise  was  driven  by 
the  defendant.  The  question  therefore  is,  was  the  driving 
by  NichoUs  in  effect  a  driving  by  the  defendant?  The 
ground  of  responsibility  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  third  par- 
ties is  their  liability  over  for  the  damages :  that  would  not 
apply  here.  A  master  is  liable  for  the  wrongful  act  of  his 
servant,  but  then  he  would  have  an  action  over  against 
him.  So,  a  stage  coachman's  suffering  another  person  to 
drive  being  a  breach  of  his  duty,  the  coach  proprietor 
would  have  an  action  over  against  him.  But  here  there 
was  no  implied  undertaking  by  the  defendant  to  Delafosse 
&  Co.  that  he  should  himself  drive :  they  would  therefore 
have  no  right  of  action  against  him  for  suffering  NichoIU 
to  drive.  Why  should  not  the  plaintiff  have  sued  the 
party  who  actually  did  the  inj  ury  ?  Williams  v.  Holland  (a) 
decided  that  case  lies  against  a  party  by  whose  negligence 
an  injury,  not  wilful,  is  occasioned,  though  it  be  an  imme* 
diate  injury.  This  case  is  different  from  that  of  Laugher  v. 
Pointer  (&),  because  the  defendant  is  not  charged  as  having 
driven  by  his  servant. 

(a)  10  Bing.  112 ;  3  M.  &  Scott.  640.        (6)  6  B.  &  Cr.  647- 
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^^^^^'      Lord  Abingbr,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for 

^....„^,^1^     the  objection  taken  in  thu  case.    The  declaration  charges 

Wbeatlct     that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  horse  and  chaise, 

Patrick,      and  that  they  were  under  his  direction.    The  defendant 

having  borrowed  them  for  his  own  enjoyment,  and  not  to 

use  them  tot  the  senrice  of  the  owner,  is  very  properly 

charged  as  in  the  possession  and  control  of  them.     Then 

the  question  is,  whether,  bmng  so  In  possession  of  dieai, 

and  sitting  with  the  driver  of  them,  he  may  not  be  charged 

as  actually  driving?     I  think  he  may.    As  against  all  the 

world  but  Delafosse  &  Co.,  he  is  the  party  in  possession : 

he  is  present,  he  has  the  actual  control,  and  he  permits 

another  person  to  drive.     I  think  an  action  might  have 

lain  against  him,  allying  that  Nidndls,  by  Us  consoit, 

had  driven  improperly,  and  thereby  occasioned  the  injury. 

BoLLAND,  B. — The  question  is  not  to  be  decided  by 
the  test  whether  the  defendant  would  have  an  action  over, 
because,  undoubtedly,  I  think  he  would  not  have  any 
right  of  action  against  Nicholls.  But  the  defendant  having 
sufiered  Nicholls  to  drive,  must  be  taken  to  have  had  the 
management  of  the  chaise,  and  to  be  liable  for  Nicholls' 
act. 

Alderson,  B. — ^The  only  plea  here  is  not  guilty ;  the 
possession  by  the  defendant  is  therefore  admitted  on  the 
record,  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  there  was  negli- 
gent driring  by  the  defendant,  which  I  think  is  made  out 
by  the  proof  that  he  allowed  Nich^dls  to  drive,  and  thst 
the  injury  was  occasioned  by  his  mismanagement.  He  is 
liable,  under  the  circumstances,  for  the  act  of  Nicholls. 

Gurnet,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 
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Etch,  of  Pleas, 
1837. 

Johnson  and  Others  v.  Dodgson. 

/Assumpsit  for  goods  soUl  and  delivered,  and  dn  'an  The  tnyeiier  of 
account  staled.    Plea,  non-assumpsit.    At  the  trial  before  i|)||,^jfjre^^^^ 
Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  last  »"  i^ndon, 

¥i«i         m  .  -©  agreed  with  the 

Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought^to  defendant,  at 

recover  the  sum  of  246/.  19^.  9A,  iieing  the  price  of  31  ^flo  him!*by 

pockets  of  Sussex  hops,  sold  by  the  plaintiffs,  hop  mer-  ^J^pJJ;  *J|j»^  ^ 

chants  in  London,   to  the  defendant,  a  hop  merchant  in  The  defendant 

T        1  1         t       /•  11       >  •  wrote  in  his  own 

Lieeos,  under  the  following  circumstances :  book,  which 

The  plaintiff's  traveller,  one  Morse,  called  on  the  de-  fonowfig  me- 
fendant  at  Leeds,  with  some  samples  of  hops,  and  agreed  morandum:— 

^  r  »  o  « Leed»,  19th 

with  him  for  the  sale  of  the  hops  in  question.  The  de-  Oct.  1836.  Sold 
fendant  then  wrote  the  following  memorandum  in  a  sample-  (Oie^defen^o 
book  of  his  own,  which  he  retained  in  his  own  possession : —    puytted"  836 

Sussex,  at  103«.: 

"  Leeds,  19th  October,  1836.  4pocicet8Seime, 

"  Sold  John  Dodgson,  w7.^*The'buik 

27  pockets  Playeted,  1836,  Sussex,  at  103^.  Mm^e?SaSpiet 

The  bulk  to  answer  the  sample.  »«>d  invoice  to 

4  pockets  Selme,  Beckley's,  at  95s.  Rockingham 

"  Samples  and  invoice  to  be  sent  per  Rockingham  Coach.  ^n?i„ bankers.' 

Payment  in  bankers'  at  two  months.  **  two  months." 

This  was  signed 

"  Signed  for  Johnson,  Johnson,  &  Co.  by  the  traveller 

€CT\    jijr  »♦        on  behalf  of 

''D.Morse.  the  plaintiffs  :- 

HtU,  that  it 

The  signature  was  added,  at  the  defendant's  request,  by  "*•  *  iufflcient 

^  1  '     .r    memorandum 

Morse.    On  the  same  evening  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  in  writing  of 
plaintiffs  the  following  letter : —  wilhin"thVsta- 

tute  of  Frauds. 

The  defendant,  on  the  same  day,  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  requesting  them  to  deliver  **  the  27 
pockets  Playsted  and  the  4  pockets  Selmes,  1836,  Sussex,"  to  a  third  party.  Quare,  whether  this 
letter  sufficiently  referred  to  the  contract  in  question,  so  as  that  it  might  have  been  connected  with 
the  entry  in  the  book,  for  the  purpose  of  constituting  a  memorandum  of  the  contract  within  the 
statute. 

The  bulk  samples  and  invoice  were  sent  to  the  defendant  by  the  coach,  pursuant  to  the  con- 
tract, but  he  returned  them  as  not  answering  to  the  samples  by  which  he  bought.  The  jury,  in  an 
action  for  the  price  of  the  hops,  found  that  the  samples  did  answer  the  contract : — Held,  that  there 
was  no  acceptance  of  the  goods  within  the  Sutute  of  Frauds. 

Semble,  the  defence  that  there  has  not  been  a  sufficient  memorandum  in  writing  of  a  a  contract 
to  satiify  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  may  be  taken  under  the  general  issue,  without  being  specially 
pleaded. 
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^'^m7^^'^'  "  Leeds,  Wednesday  evening, 

•' 19th  October,  1886. 
"  Gentlemen, 
"  Please  to  deliver  the  27  pockets  Playsted,  and  the  4 
pockets  Selmes,  1836,  Sussex,  to  Mr.  Robert  Pearson  or 
bearer,  to  be  carted  to  Stanton's  wharf :  SO  pockets  of 
Playsted  to  be  forwarded  per  first  ship,  and  the  remaining 
eleven  pockets  per  the  second  ship,  and  you  will  oblige. 
Gentlemen, 

*'  Your  most  obedient, 

"  John  Dodgson." 

Bulk  samples  were  sent,  pursuant  to  the  contract,  by  the 
Rockingham  Coach,  and  reached  Leeds  on  the  Sitb  of 
October,  but  were  returned  by  the  defendant,  as  not  an- 
swering the  samples  by  which  he  bought  from  Morse. 
There  was  much  conflicting  evidence  as  to  whether  there 
had  or  had  not  been  a  substitution  of  inferior  samples 
in  lieu  of  the  genuine  ones ;  that  question  was  left  to  the 
jury,  who  found  it  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  For  the 
defendant,  it  was  objected  that  there  was  no  suflScient 
memorandum  of  the  contract  in  writing  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds;  the  entry  in  the  defendant's  book  not 
being  signed  by  him,  and  his  subsequent  letter  not  re- 
ferring (as  it  was  contended)  in  sufficiently  express  terms 
to  that  entry  as  that  it  might  be  connected  with  it.  This 
point  was  reserved,  and  accordingly,  in  Easter  Term, 

Cresstoett  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  entering  a  nonsuit; 
against  which 

Thesiger  (with  whom  were  Erie  and  Evans),  now 
shewed  cause. — The  entry  in  the  defendant's  book,  being 
written  by  the  defendant  himself,  and  signed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs' agent,  constituted  of  itself  a  complete  contract,  so 
as  to  satisfy  the  statute.  It  is  clear  that  it  matters  not  in 
what  part  of  the  document  the  signature  appears.    In 


TRINITY  TERM,  7  WILL*  IV.  655 

SaunderBon  v.  Jackuon  (a),  a  bill  of  parcelsi  in  which  the  Bxeh.  of  Pkas, 
vendor's  name  was  printed,  delivered  to  the  vendee  at  the 
time  of  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  goods^  was  considered 
to  be  a  suflBcient  memorandum  of  the  contract  witliin  the 
statute.  So>  in  Schneider  v.  Narrie  (b),  a  bill  of  parcels, 
in  which  the  vendor's  name  was  printed,  and  that  of  the 
vendee  written  by  the  vendor,  was  held  sufficient*  But,  at 
all  events,  the  subsequent  letter  of  the  defendant  clearly 
refers  to  this  contract,  and  being  connected  with  it,  the 
two  together  beyond  doubt  constitute  a  sufficient  note  of 
the  contract  within  the  statute.  It  may  be  conceded,  that 
if  its  application  to  the  particular  contract  be  doubtful,  it 
cannot  be  pieced  out  by  parol  evidence.  But  it  is  impossible 
to  doubt  that  the  defendant,  when,  on  the  same  day,  he 
speaks  of  the  27  pockets  Playsted  and  4  pockets  Selmes,  is 
referring  to  the  subject-matter  of  this  particular  contract. 
In  Allen  v.  Bennett  (c),  the  agent  of  the  seller  had  written 
in  a  book  of  the  buyer  an  order  for  50  barrels  of  rice,  at  a 
certain  price,  and  shortly  afterwards,  two  several  similar 
orders  for  12  cwt.  and  for  8  cwt.  of  tobacco,  but  not  naming 
the  buyer;  and  it  was  held,  that  a  subsequent  letter  from  the 
buyer  to  the  seller,  in  which  he  said — ''  the  8  cwt.  of  fine 
shag  tobacco  I  wish  immediately  forwarded,  as  I  have  sold 
it,  and  it  is  wanted :  I  likewise  want  the  invoice  of  the  rice 
and  the  other  tobacco** — might  be  connected  with  the 
orders,  so  as  to  make  a  complete  contract  within  the  sta- 
tute. The  present  case  is  a  stronger  one  than  that.  In 
Jackson  V.  Lowe  (c/),  the  buyer  wrote  to  the  sellers  as  fol- 
lows : — **  I  give  you  notice  that  the  corn  you  delivered  to 
me,  in  part  performance  of  my  contract  with  you  for  100 
sacks  of  good  English  seconds  flour,  at  45«.  per  sack,  is  of 
so  bad  a  quality  that  I  cannot  sell  it.  The  sacks  of  flour 
are  at  my  shop,  and  you  will  send  for  them,  or  I  shall  com- 


(a)  2  Bos.  &  P.  238.  (e)  3  Taunt.  169. 

(6)  2  M.  &  Sel.  286.  {d)  1  Bmg.  9;  7  Moore,  219. 
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B*eh.  of  Pleat,  mence  an  action."    The  sellers  answered,  by  their  attor* 
1837 

ney,  that  "  Messrs.  L.  &  L.  considered  they  had  performed 

theircontract/'  &c. ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  jury  were  war- 
ranted in  concluding  that  both  doeuments  referred  to  the 
sane  contract,  and  therefore  constituted  together  a  snffi* 
cient  memorandam  of  it.  [Pariej  B.-*-That  case  is  stronger 
than  this,  because  there  the  seUer >s  letter  diacincdy  refers 
to  tlie  buyer's.]  But  there  is  a  further  question,  whether 
there  has  not  been  an  acceptance  of  the  goods  by  the  de- 
fendant. If  the  bulk  answered  the  samples  (as  the  jury 
have. found),  the  delivery  of  the  bulk  samples  to  the  car- 
rier would  be  a  complete  delivery  of  the  hops.  [Parke,& — 
How  can  you  say  that  there  was  an  acceptance,  when  the 
defendant  expressly  says  he  will  not  accept  ?  The  ddivery 
to  the  carrier  may  be  a  deUwertf  to  the  defendant,  but  the 
acceptance  of  the  carrier  is  not  an  aeofptanee  by  biai. 
The  old  cases,  in  which  it  had  been  said  that  a  receipt  by 
a  carrier  was  an  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute,  were 
overruled  by  Howe  v.  Pabner  (a)  and  Hans<m  v.  Amui" 
age  {b).  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B. — If,  to  take  the  strMigest 
case,  the  purchaser  sent  his  own  servant  for  the  goods,  and 
when  they  were  brought,  sent  them  back  as  not  answer- 
ing the  contract,  he  could  not  be  said  to  accept  them.] 

Lastly,  there  being  no  plea  but  that  of  the  general  issue, 
the  defendant  was  jMrecluded  from  taking  the  objection 
that  there  was  no  note  in  writing  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds*  The  enactment  of  the  17th  sectiop  is,  that  no 
conU'act  for  the  sale  oi  goods  for  10/.  or  upwards- fAotf  be 
good  except  there  be  some  note  or  memorandum  of  the 
contract  in  writing,  &c.  That  is  equivalent  to  saying 
that  the  contract  shall  otherwise  be  void.  Bat  the  new 
rule  (c)  expressly  directs,  that  all  matters  which  shew  the 
transaction  to  be  void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law,  shall  be 


(a)  3  B.  &  Aid.  321.  (6)  5  B.  &  Aid.  559. 

(c)  H.  T.  4  WiU.  4,  Assampsit,  3. 
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specially  pleaded.    And  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  ac^  t^h.  of  puom, 

cordingly  so  determined  a  similar  question  in  Baimett  v. 

Olossop  (ay  [Parke,  B. — Suppose  it  were  a  declaration  for 

an  estate  bargained  and  sold, — ^would  it  not  be  competent  to 

the  defendants  under  the  general  issue,  to  shew  that  there 

had  been  no  conveyance  {  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.-— When  by 

law  you  cannot  make  a  particular  contract  except  in  writing, 

to  deny  the  writing  is  to  deny  the  contract     Unless  you 

have  very  little  confidence  in  your  first  point,  yon  had 

better  not  press  this.     We  will  hear  Mr.  Cresswell,  and  if 

it  become  necessary,  we  will  afterwards  hear  you  on  this 

point.] 

Cre^swett  and  fVightman,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^First, 
the  entry  in  the  defendant's  book  was  not  of  itself  a  suf- 
ficient memorandum  of  the  contract.  There  is  no  case  in 
which  the  party  has  been  charged  by  any  such  entry,  un- 
less he  professed  to  introduce  his  own  signature  as  6«iicA- 
ing  htfouelf.  If  he  writes,  ^'  I,  A.  B.,  agree'*  &c.,  he 
avowedly  introduces  his  own  name  as  the  party  agreeing 
and  bound.  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  distin* 
guishable:  those  were  cases  of  documents  which  the 
party  charged  had  delivered  over  to  the  other  contracting 
party.  IParke,  B. — ^The  handing  over  of  the  document 
was  used  merely  to  shew  the  recognition  by  the  party  of 
the  particular  mode  of  signature.]  Here  all  is  done  di- 
verse intuitu.  The  document  is  signed  by  the  plaintiffs' 
agent,  for  their  protection,  not  by  the  defendant  as  a 
party  to  be  charged.  There  is  not  a  word  intimating  that 
he  has  bought:  the  operative  part  is  the  signature  of 
Morse,  whereby  he  says,  on  behalf  of  his  employers,  that 
they  have  sold.  Suppose  the  defendant  had  simply  made 
a  memorandum  in  his  own  book,  that  on  such  a  day  the 
plaintiffs  sold  to  him ;  would  that  be  sufficient  T    [Parke^ 

(a)  1  BiDg.  N.  C.  6^3  ;  I  Scott,  621. 
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£ceft.  of  PiMc,  B. — If  he  meant  it  to  be  a  memorandum  of  the  contract 
1837. 

between  the  parties,  it  would ;  not  so  if  he  meant  it  to  be 

a  mere  memorandum  to  be  kept  by  him  for  himself.]  In 
Saunderson  y.  Jackson,  Lord  Eldon  did  not  expressly  hold 
the  bill  of  particulars  alone  suflScient,  but  only  by  the  ad- 
dition of  the  subsequent  document  referring  to  it.  This 
is  Kke  the  case  of  taking  a  sold  note  without  the  exchange 
of  a  counter  bought  note. 

Secondly,  the  defendant's  letter  contains  no  certain  re- 
ference to  this  particular  contract.  Jackson  ▼•  Loioe  and 
Allen  V.  Bennett  are  distinguishable.  The  latter  case, 
however,  decided  that  it  could  not  be  assumed  to  be  the 
purchaser's  order,  though  it  was  entered  in  his  book :  that 
shews  that  cTcry  thing  required  by  the  statute  must  speci- 
fically appear  to  have  been  complied  with.  This  letter 
has  no  reference  to  any  price,  or  time  for  delivery,  or  pe- 
riod of  payment.  If  it  had  said,  **  the  hops  for  which  I  bar- 
gained with  your  traveller  to-day,*'  there  would  have  been 
a  distinct  reference  to  th^  particular  transaction.  The 
certainty  of  the  reference  must  be  such  as  will  exclude  the 
Court  from  the  necessity  of  inquiring  by  parol  evidence 
what  particular  contract  the  document  refers  to  (a).  Here 
parol  evidence  must  be  introduced  to  shew  that  there 
was  only  one  such  contract.  [Lord  Abinger^  G.  B. — 
The  statute  does  not  absolutely  exclude  parol  evidence ; 
it  only  requires  that  there  shall  be  a  note  of  the  contract 
in  writing,  in  order  to  exclude  fraud  or  mistake  as  to  its 
terms.]  If  the  document  point  specifically  to  any  particu- 
lar contract  as  made,  the  Court  may  inquire  by  parol  whe- 
ther such  contract  was  made  in  fact.  But  suppose  the 
letter  were  merely  in  these  terms — "  Please  to  deliver  the 
hops  to  A.  B.;"  if  parol  evidence  be  admissible  here,  so 
would  it  also  there.  The  question  would  arise,  what 
hops?  then  evidence  is  let  in  of  the  purchase  of  these 

(a)  Sec  Hinde  v.  Whiiehouse,  7  East,  558. 
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particular  bops.  It  would  be  impossible  to  draw  the  line  ^s*ch.  of  Piems, 
as  to  what  might  or  might  not  be  supplied  by  parol  evi- 
dence. It  has  been  decided,  under  Lord  Teoterden's 
Act,  that  a  letter  from  the  party  charged  must  refer  spe- 
cifically to  the  particular  debt,  in  order  to  take  it  out  of 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  (a).  [Parke,  B* — That  is  ques- 
tionable ;  Lechmere  v.  Fletcher  (6).]  Unless  the  subse- 
quent document  refers  in  specific  terms  to  the  former  one, 
it  cannot  become  part  of  it,  so  as  to  constitute  it  a  suffi- 
cient contract  in  writing. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.— *I  think  this  is  a  very  clear  case. 
If  it  rested  upon  the  question  as  to  the  recognition  of  the 
contract  by  the  letter,  there  might  have  been  some  doubt ; 
although,  even  upon  that,  I  should  have  thought  the  refer- 
ence to  the  only  contract  proved  in  the  case  sufficient. 
But,  on  the  other  point,  it  really  seems  to  me  one  of  the 
strongest  cases  that  have  occurred.  The  Statute  •  of 
Frauds  requires  that,  there  should  be  a  note  or  memoran- 
dum  of  the  contract  in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged.  And  the  cases  have  decided  that,  although  the 
signature  be  in  the  beginning  or  middle  of  the  instrument, 
it  is  as  binding  as  if  at  the  foot  of  it ;  the  question  being 
always  open  to  the  jury,  whether  the  party,  not  having 
signed  it  regularly  at  the  foot,  meant  to  be  bound  by  it  as 
it  stood,  or  whether  it  was  lefl  so  unsigned  because  he  re- 
fused to  complete  it.  But  when  it  is  ascertained  that  he 
meant  to  be  bound  by  it  as  a  complete  contract,  the  sta- 
tute is  satisfied,  there  being  a  note  in  writing  shewing  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  and  recognised  by  him.  I  think  in 
this  case  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  are  fully  complied 
with.  The  written  memorandum  contains  all  the  terms 
of  the  contract ;  it  is  in  the  defendant's  own  hand-writing, 

(a)  See  Kennett  v.  MUbank,  1  M.  &  Scott,  108;  8  Bing.  df. 
(6)  1  Cr.  &  M.  623. 
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Bte^  of  PlM«»  containing  his  name,  and  it  is  signed  by  the  plaintiffs 
^    through  their  agent. 

Johnson 

DoDosoN.  Paeke^  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  this 
was  a  sufficient  memorandum  in  writing.  The  defend* 
ant*s  name  was  contiiined  in  it,  in  his  own  hand-writii^, 
and  it  was  signed  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  point  is  in  effect 
decided  by  the  cases  of  Saunderson  v.  Jackson  and  Sehnei* 
der  v.  Morris^  There  the  bills  of  parcels  were  held  to 
be  a  sufficient  memorandum  in  writing,  it  being  proved 
that  they  were  recognised  by  being  handed  over  to  the 
other  party.  Here  the  entry  was  written  by  the  defend- 
ant himself,  and  required  by  him  to  be  signed  by  the 
plaintiffs'  agent.  That  is  amply  sufficient  to  shew  that 
he  meant  it  to  be  a  memorandum  of  contract  between  the 
parties.  If  the  question  turned  on  the  recognition  by  the 
subsequent  letter,  I  own  I  should  have  had  very  consi- 
derable doubt  whether  it  referred  sufficiently  to  the  con- 
tract :  it  refers  to  the  subject-matter,  but  not  to  the  spe- 
cific contract.  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion 
upon  that,  because  on  the  former  point  I  think  there  is 
a  sufficient  note  in  writing. 

BoLLAND,  B.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the  entry 
made  by  the  defendant  was  a  sufficient  memorandum  in 
writing:  and  if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  the  other  point, 
I  should  also  be  inclmed  to  think  the  letter  sufficiently 
connected  with  the  contract. 

Rule  discharged. 
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SjtM.  0/  Phai, 
1887. 

Doe  on  the  several  demises  of  Thomas  Wythe  and  Mary     " 
his  Wire,  and  of  Mary  Drosier,  Henry  Tuthill,  and 
John  Warnes,  9.  Maroaret  Rutland. 

JbiJECTMENT  to  recover  possession  of  an  estate  in  the  a  tesutor,  by 
county  of  Norfolk,  called  "  The  Testerton  Estate-"    On  Jow^  hT/ 
the  trial  before   Tindal,C.  J.,  at  the  Norfolk  Summer  <*!^"«f^<»'«fe 

'  '  ^  of  real  estate 

Assizes,'  1836,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  lessors  of  to  demise  and 
the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  opmion  of  the  Court  upon  the  years,  "  so  as 
following  case  :-^  rh'::';::^'^ 

Benoni  Mallett,  who  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  here*  ^r^^  »<i 
inafter  mentionedi  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  during  the 
of  his  deaths  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  said  estate,  and  of  an  ^ereorthe 
estate  also  in  the  said  county  called  or  known  by  the  name  bestimprofed 

•^  '  yearly  rent 

of  the  Middleton  estate,  and  of  other  lands  in  the  same  that  could  be 
county,  by  his  will  dated  January  28th,  1780,  and  duly  fonthTsame,* 
executed   to  pass  real  estates,  devised   the  two  several  ri?!I!«*^*°* 

^  '  any  sum  or 

estates  above  mentioned  to  trustees  for  a  term  of  500  years,  •«>»•  of  money 
upon  certam  trusts,  which  term,  for  the  purposes  of  this  or  income  for 
action,  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  determined ;  and  subject  to  .ach  T^^^r^ 
the  said  term,  devised  the  Middleton  estate  to  uses,  by  !*■**■•  •"^  '?** 

'      •'   m  every  such 

virtue  whereof  Mary  the  wife  of  Thomas  Wythe,  lessors  lease  there 
of  the  plaintiff,  became,  on  the  death  of  her  father  Thomas  tained  a  chuse 
Mallett  Case,  upwards  of  thirty  years  ago,  tenant  in  tail  no^jTaymenr 
in  possession  of  that  estate:  and  devised  the  Testerton  of  the  rent."  In 

1        1       /•  11       •        1         .     .  .  ««   A 11    1  exercise  of  this 

estate,  under  the  following  description,  viz. — "  All  that  my  power,  a  lease 
manor  of  Testerton  in  the  county  of  Norfolk,  together  ^Tjtu%,io 
with  the  perpetual  ad  vowson  and  right  of  patronage  to  the  ij^u^"^* 
church  of  Testerton,  and  all  and  singular  my  messuages,  1833,  at  the 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  situate,  sosly^payabie 
lying,  and  being  in  Testerton,  Ryburgh,  and  Colkirk,  in  JjJIjI^JJf^" 
the  said  county  of  Norfolk,"  to  the  use  of  the  said  testator's  menu,  via.  on 

"  the  6th  of  April 

and  the  11th 
of  October  in  every  year  by  equal  portions,  except  the  latt  half-year' t  rent,  which  wot  thereby 
reterved  and  agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  lit  of  Augutt  next  before  the  determination  of  the  term." 
The  lea«e  also  contained  a  proviso  for  re-entry,  if  the  rent  should  be  unpaid  (or  forty-two  days  after 
it  became  due: — Heldf  that  the  lease  was  a  good  execution  of  the  power. 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  grandson  Philip  Mallett  Case  for  life ;  remainder  to  his  first 
and  other  sons  in  tail  male ;  remainder  to  his  daughters  in 
tail  general ;  remainder  to  the  testator's  grandson  Thomas 
Mallett  Case  for  life;  remainder  to  his  first  aod  other 
Rutland  ^^^^  ^"  *^'^  male;  remainder  to  his  daughter  in  tail 
general ;  under  which  last  limitation  the  said  Mary  the 
wife  of  Thomas  Wythe  became,  on  the  death  of  her  uncle 
the  said  PhiUp  Mallett  Case,  on  July  4th,  1831*,  without 
issue,  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  of  the  Testerton  estate ; 
but  as  to  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
subject,  as  the  defendant  contends,  to  the  lease  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

The  above  will  contained  the  following  power  of  leasing, 
viz. — '^  Provided  always,  and  my  will  is,  that  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  my  said  grandsons  Thomas  Mal- 
lett Case  and  Philip  Mallett  Case,  and  all  their  sons,  and 
all  other  person  or  persons  respectively  as  and  when  they 
shall  respectively  come  into  and  be  in  the  actual  possession 
of  my  said  hereinbefore  devised  manors,  estates,  and  pre- 
mises, including  the  said  Middleton  estate  and  Testerton 
estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  be  actually  entitled  to  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  or  of  any  part  thereof,  by  inden- 
ture under  their  respective  hands  and  seals,  to  demise  and 
lease  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  unto  any  person  or  per- 
sons, for  any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding  twenty- 
one  years,  in  possession,  and  not  in  reversion,  remainder, 
or  expectancy,  so  as  upon  every  such  letise  ihere  be  re- 
served and  be  made  payable,  during  the  continuance  thereof 
respectively,  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  thai  can  be 
reasonably  had  for  the  same,  without  taking  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  respect  of 
such  lease  or  leases,  and  so  as  none  of  the  said  lessee  or 
lessees  be  made  dispunishable  of  waste  by  any  express 
words  therein  ;  and  that  in  every  such  lease  there  be  con- 
iained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  the  rent  or 
rents  to  be  thereby  respectively  reserved,  and  so  as  such 
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lessee  or  lessees  to  whom  such  lease  or  leases  shall  be  Exeh,  </  pieat, 
made   seal  and   deliver    counterparts   of  such   lease   or  '' 

leases." 

On  the  i4th  of  December,  18S8,the  said  Philip  Mallett 
Casei  being  then  in  the  actual  possession,  or  actually  en- 
titled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  Testerton  estate 
under  the  limitations  of  the  will,  signed  and  sealed,  in  the 
presence  of  two  credible  witnesses,  an  indenture  of  lease 
of  that  date  between  the  said  Philip  Mallett  Case  of  the 
one  part,  and  Margaret  Rutland,  the  defendant  in  this 
action,  who  then  and  there  sealed  and  delivered  a  counter- 
part thereof,  of  the  other  part,  whereby  it  was  witnessed, 
that  by  virtue  of  .the  power  of  leasing  in  the  said  will  con- 
tained, and  in  consideration  of  the  rents,  covenants,  and 
agreements  in  the  said  lease  reserved  and  contained  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Margaret  Rutland,  the  said  Philip  Mallett 
Case  demised  unto  the  said  Margaret  Rutland  the  pre- 
mises therein  mentioned,  being  the  premises  mentioned  in 
the  declaration  in  this  action  sought  to  be  recovered,  tfie 
said  indenture  containing  therein,  amongst  other  things, 
as  follows : — **  To  have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises  unto 
the  said  Margaret  Rutland,  and  her  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  from  the  1 1  th  day  of  October  last,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  thence  next  en- 
suing, yielding  and  paying  therefore  unto  the  said  Philip 
Mallett  Case  and  his  assigns,  during  such  part  of  the  term 
of  this  demise  as  he  shall  live,  and  after  his  decease,  unto 
such  person  or  persons  as  for  the  time  being  shall  be  en- 
titled to  the  reversion  of  the  said  premises,  the  yearly  rent 
of  903/.  of  lawful  money  current  in  Great  Britain,  by  equal 
half-yearly  payments^  viz.,  on  the  6th  day  of  April  and  the 
IIM  day  of  October  in  every  j/ear,  by  equal  portions,  ex* 
cept  the  last  half  yearns  rent^  which  is  hereby  reserved  and 
agreed  to  be  paid  on  the  \st  day  of  August  next  before 
the  deteiminaiion  of  the  said  tdrm,  which  said  rent  hath 
been  adjudged  by  two  indifferent  and  skilful  persons,  viz. 

VOL.  II.  XX  M.  w. 
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JSw*.  ^^^^^  Messrs.  William  Wright  and  Edward  Seppings,  to  be  the 
full  annual  value  of  the  said  premiss.  Provided  ahoays^ 
thai  if  the  said  rent  or  any  part  thereof  shaU  be  Moquud 
forforty-iwo  days  ne^t  qfier  any  qfthe  days  whereon  the 
same  is  reserved  to  be  paid  as  qforesaid,  or  if  the  said 
Margaret  Rutland,  her  executors,  administrators^  or  as- 
signsi  shall  not  perform  the  coreoants  hereio  contained 
vhicb  on  her  or  their  part  oiight  to  be  performed*  then 
and  in  either  of  the  said  cases  it  «haU  and  may  be  lawful 
for  the  said  Philip  Mallett  Case>  or  his  assigna  during  his 
life,  and  after  hi^  decease  for  such  person  or  persona  as 
aforesaid,  into  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  to  re-enter,  and  the  said 
Margaret  Rutland,  and  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
aaaigns,  and  all  other  occupiers  thereof,  to  expel,  put  out, 
and  remove  therefrom." 

The  said  lease  contained  the  following  covenant  on  the 
part  of  the  lessor,  P.  M.  Case,  for  himself  and  his  assigns, 
and  for  the  person  or  persons  who  from  time  to  time  after 
hi^  decease  should  be  entitled  to  the  reversion  or  idberi* 
tanceof  the  said  premises: — ^That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  Margaret  Rutland,  and  her  executors,  administrators, 
apd  assigns,  paying  the  rent  and  performing  the  covenants 
herein  oontiuned  which  on  her  or  their  part  ought  to  be 
performed,  to  hold  and  enjoy  th€  premises  liereby  de- 
mised during  the  said  term  of  ^1  years,  and  to  use  the 
bares  and  the  stack  yards  thereto  belonging,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  thrashing  and  dressing  the  corn,  grain,  and  pulse 
which  shall  be  produced  from  the  said  premises  in  the 
last  year  of  the  said  term,  until  the  1st  day  of  Auguat  next 
after  the  determination  thereof,  without  interruption: — and 
there  were  also  all  the  usual  and  necessary  covenants  on  the 
part  of  the  lessee.  Supposing  the  Court  to  be  satisfied  that 
the  covenants  herein  stated  are  of  that  description,  it  is 
also  agreed  that  no  question  shall  be  raised  or  considered 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  rent. 
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The  defendanl  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  in  the  ^«A.  9f  pimu^ 
lease  and  declaration  mentioned  at  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  and  claimed  to  hold  the  same  under  the  lease. 
She  had  been  served  with  a  regular  notice  to  quit,  which 
had  expired  before  the  day  of  the  several  demises  laid  in 
the  declaration. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  evidence  was  tendered  to 
shew  the  usage  of  the  country  about  Testerton  as  to  agri- 
cultural leases  of  land  in  that  neighbourhood,  with  respect 
to  reservations  of  rent,  and  covenants  of  a  like  description 
with  those  in  the  present  lease.  The  evidence  was  ob- 
jected to,  but  received  by  the  learned  Judge,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  its  admissibility  in  whole 
or  in  part. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  lease  of  the  14th  December,  1833,  was  a  valid  execu- 
tion of  the  power  of  leasing  contained  in  the  will  of 
Benoni  Mallett. 

Sir  W.  Folleti,  for  the  lessors  bf  the  plaintiff.— The 
first  objection  to  this  lease  is,  that  the  reservation  of  the 
last  half-year's  rent  is  not  a  valid  reservation  within  the 
terns  of  the  power.  Under  this  power,  the  rent  must  be 
reserved  equally  throughout  and  during  the  continuance  of 
the  whole  term ;  but  by  this  lease  no  rent  would  be  payable 
from  the  1st  of  August  to  the  1 1th  of  October  in  the  last 
year.  The  tenant  for  life  has  no  right  to  reserve  rent  by  an* 
tictpation.  If  he  should  die  in  the  interval  between  the  1st 
of  August  and  the  1  Itli  of  October  in  the  last  year  of  the 
termi  he  would  receive  all  the  benefit  of  the  rent  for  tlie 
whole  of  that  year,  and  the  remainder-man  would  be  kept 
out  of  possession,  without  receiving  any  rent.  It  is  just 
the  same  as  if  it  had  been  reserved  on  the  first  day  of  the 
year.  The  intention  of  the  power  is,  that  the  tenant  for 
life  should  receive  rent  for  that  part  of  the  term  which 
runs  through  his  life,  and  tlie  remainder-man  for  that 

X  X  ^ 
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Bxeh.  6/  PUoi,  which  comes  after.     The  case  of  Doe  v.  Gifflard,  cited  in 
1837*  *^ 

^    Doe  V.  Wihon  (o),   is  in  point.     There,  the  power  re- 

DoB  quired  the  best  and  most  approved  yearly  rent  to  be  re- 
Wtthb  served.  The  lease  was  dated  the  14th  of  September, 
RuTLAVD.  1809»  ^^^  ^*s  for  twenty-one  years  from  the  date,  pay- 
able by  two  equal  half-yearly  payments,  on  the  29th  of 
September  and  the  Soth  of  March,  the  first  payment  to 
be  made  on  the  3Sth  of  March  then  next;  and  the  lease 
was  held  void,  because  there  would  be  no  rent  payable 
under  it  from  the  g5th  of  March  preceding  the  expiration 
of  the  term.  [^Parhef  B. — ^There,  there  was  a  clear  loss  of 
one  half-year's  rent.  The  distinction  between  that  case  and 
this  is — in  this  case,  there  can  only,  at  most,  be  said  to  be  a 
reservation  of  rent  at  an  improper  time  of  the  year;  in  that 
case,  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  not  twenty-one  years'  rent, 
but  only  twenty  and  a  half,  was  reserved.]  The  rent  was 
not  reserved  equally  throughout  the  term.  Has  the  tenant 
for  life,  under  this  power,  a  right  to  reserve  the  whblerent 
payable  in  one  day?  That  might  be  a  beneficial  reserva- 
tion, but  it  would  not  be  allowed.  In  Doe  v.  Morse  (S), 
the  power  required  that  there  should  be  reserved,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  lease,  by  half-yearly  payments,  the 
best  and  most  improved  rents  that  could  be  obtained  :  the 
lease  was  dated  the  llth  of  January,  1783,  to  hold  from 
the  4th  of  January  preceding,  reserving  the  rent  payable 
on  the  1st  of  May  and  the  29th  of  September,  the  first 
payment  to  be  made  on  the  1st  of  May  then  next :  and  it 
was  held  not  a  due  execution  of  the  power.  Bay  ley  ^  B., 
there  says :  "  According  to  the  terms  of  the  power,  the 
party  is  to  reserve  the  best  yearly  rent.  That  cannot  be 
considered  the  best  yearly  rent  which  Is  not  reserved  at 
tlie  conclusion  of  the  year."  And  again—''  In  this  lease 
the  first  rent  was  payable  long  before  a  half-year's  occu- 
pation had  elapsed,  and  the  second  very  long  before  a 

(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  371.  {b)  2  Or.  &  M.  24?. 
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year's.    The  tenant  for  life  might  thereby  obtain  a  year's  &ci^  4  p&m, 
rent  for  less  than  a  year's  occupation."  All  that  reasoning  ^ 

applies  to  the  present  c^se.    {Parke^  B. — There  is  one         Bob 
advantage  to  the  landlord  in  this  case,  which  he  would  npt       Wtthe 
otherwise  have  had,  if  the  rent  liad  been  reserved  payable      hutlawb. 
the  last  day  of  the  term^  namely»  he  could  not  have  dis- 
trained for  it«    ThQ  case  of  Doe  v.  Morse  \%  distinguish* 
ablq  from  the  present;  but  what  is  said  by  Mr.  Baron 
BayUy  is  undpubtedly  in  your  favour.]    Secondly,  as  to 
the  power  of  distress  and  re-entry.    In  Sugden  on  Powers^ 
64J|  (4th  ed.)»  the  law  upon  this  subject  is  fully  treated  of, 
and  it  is  laid  down,  that  a  reasonable  time  is  allowed,  aqd 
that  the  law  will  take  notice  what  is  a  reasonable  time; 
Jones  V.  Verney  (a).  Smith  v.  Doe  d.  Lord  Jersey  (6)» 
The  usual  period  is  21  days,  and  no  case  h^s  hitherto 
decided  thai  so  long  a  period  as  4&  days  is  a  reasonable 
time. 

[The  argument  on  the  question  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  the  leases  is  omitted,  as  the  Court  gave  no  judgment  on 
that  point.] 

Mafde»  contri. — The  sound  rule  of  construction  is,  that 
where  the  party  creating  the  power  has  expressed  a  con- 
dition, or.  number  pf  conditions,  those  conditions  must  be 
complied  with ;  but  when  he  leaves  the  exercise  of  the 
power  at  large,  on  those  points  where  he  has  expressed  no 
conditions,  none  can  be  interpolated  into  it,  except  the 
intention  be  manifest  upon  a  due  construction  of  the  whole 
instrument.  In  this  case,  it  is  conditioned  that  the  rent 
should  be  reserved  and  made  payable  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  term,  and  that  it  should  be  the  best  im- 
proved yearly  rent  that  could  be  reasonably  obtained. 
Those  express  conditions  are  so  far  admitted  to  have  been 
complied  with ;  but  it  is  argued  that  the  lease  does  not 

(a)  Willes,  169.  Moore,  339;   3  Bligb,  290;    7 

(6)  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  473;  3     Price,  281. 
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^^^  y  ^'ntt,  eatisfy  6ome  condition  that  is  to  be  reasonably  implied. 
Where  a  condition  is  not  eKpressedi  it  cannot  be  interpo- 
lated into  the  power,  except  it  be  reasonable  %ith  respect 
to  the  matter  in  question.    But  what  is  there  nnreasonable 
in  reserving  the  rent  payable  on  the  1st  of  August  in 
the  last  year  of  the  term  ?     It  is  argued  as  if  it  must  be 
assumed  to  be  a  bad  execution  of  the  power,  if  by  any 
chancei  or  in  any  event,  the  remainder«man  may  be  put  in 
a  worse  situation ;  but  there  is  no  such  rule.    The  true 
criterion  is,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  would  hate  been 
prudent  in  making  this  reservation,  if  he  had  also  been  re- 
mainder-man.    Here  the  lessor  would  have  done  in  that 
case  precisely  what  he  has  done  in  this,  as  he  has  secured 
his  remedy  by  distress,  which  he  would  have  lost  if  the 
rent  had  been  reserved  payable  the  last  day  of  the  term. 
The  lease  terminates  on  the  11th  of  Oetober,  by  which 
time  all  the  crops  would  have  been  got  off  the  farm,  and 
the  landlord  might  be  otherwise  entirely  without  remedy, 
ft  was  therefore  beneficial  tot  the  landlord.      Besides, 
if  the  tenant  for  life  were  to  die  just  before  the  last  hal& 
year's  rent  became  payable,  the  remainder-man  would 
be  benefited  by  this  reservation,  and  the  pfobabiltcies 
are  more  in  favour  of  his  being  benefited  in  that  case, 
than  injured  by  the  only  possible  contingency  happening 
iti  which  it  might  be  injurious  to  him ;  for  one  only  has 
been  suggested,  namely,  the  tenant  tor  Hfe'e  dying  after 
the  1st  of  August  in  the  last  year  of  the  term.    In  every 
other  event  it  would  be  a  great  advantage  tt  the  remain- 
der-man.   Several  cases  have  been  cited;  amongst  the 
rest  Doe  v.  Giffard,  which  was  first  introduced  by  the 
counsel  in  argument  in  Doe  v.  WUsofh    That  case,  how- 
ever, is  distinguishable,  on  th^  ground  already  atated  by 
the  Court ;  in  that,  no  rent  at  all  was  reserved  for  the  kst 
half  year.     In  Doe  v.  Morse,  the  rent  was  by  the  power 
required  to  be  reserved  payable  half-yearly ;  instead  of 
which  it  was  made  payable  at  unequal  periods  of  five  and 
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seven  months.    It  is  an  express  condition  here  thai  the  BKk.^PUai, 

lease  is  to  contain  a  power  of  reentry.    Now,  if  the  las 

half-year's  rent  were  not  payable  until  the  last  day  of  the 

term,  the  power  of  re*entry  couid  not  be  exercised  at  all| 

and  it  might,  in  such  a  case,  be  argued  that  an  express 

condition  of  the  power  had  not  been  performed.    If  that 

would  be  a  bad  execution  of  the  power,  this  is  a  good  one. 

In  Etgina  v.  Weston  (a),  (where  an  order  of  justices  for 

weekly  payments  by  a  putative  father  for  the  maintenance 

of  a  bastard  child,  to  be  made  every  Monday ^  was  held 

good,  akhough  a  week  was  not  complete  on  the  first  Mon«> 

day  after  the  making  of  the  order),  Powell^  J.,  illustrated 

the  case  by  supposing  a  similar  one  to  the  present  :--«'^  If 

a  man  had  a  power  to  make  leases,  reserving  the  ancient 

yearly  rent  annually,  yet  if  it  were  reserved  on  a  day 

before  the  year  was  up,  as  if  the  year  ended  at  Christmas, 

and  it  were  reserved  at  MichaelmaSi  it  would  be  well,  jpur- 

euant  to  the  power  ;*'  which  Holt  agreed.     [Lord  Abin^ 

ger,  C.  B. — ^It  used  to  be  a  tradition  in  Westminster  Hall, 

that  when  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  and  Mr.  Justice  Powell 

agreed,  you  might  trust  the  law  of  the  case.] 

Seccmdly,  as  to  the  period  of  42  days  being  allowed  be* 
fere  re-entry :  that  is  a  power  which  ought  to  be  exercised 
with  a  reasonable  discretion.  It  is  an  open  question  what 
is  a  reasonable  time.  In  Doe  d.  Jersey  v.  Smthy  it  was 
held  that  S8  days  was  not  an  unreasonable  time.  Whether 
a  power  of  re«>eritry  is  within  a  reasonable  time  or  not,  it 
lies  on  the  party  who  says  that  it  is  a  bad  execution  of 
the  power  to  shew  that  ii  is  not. 

Sir  W.  Folletit  in  reply.— The  argument  on  the  other 
side,  if  pushed  to  its  full  extent,  would  amount  to  this — 
that  the  tenant  for  life  might  reserve  the  rent  on  the  first 
day  of  every  year  of  the  term :  nay,  the  literal  words 
*^  yearly  rent,**  would  be  satisfied  by  a  reservation  of  all 

(o)  LordRaym.  1197. 
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Exeh^^^UoM^  t}i|e  rent  in  the  last  year.  Is  this  such  as  the  patty,  if  he 
^rere  tenant  in  fee-simplei  would  fairly  make?  The  ob- 
jfsct  of  the  power  is  to  protect  the  parties,  not  to  protect 
^I^e  estate.  The  tenant  for  life  has  power  to  bind  the  par* 
ties  in  remainder  on  certain  terms,  which  are  introduced 
for  their  protection.  The  principle  is,  that  rent,  being 
the^compen8ation,for  the  occupation  of  the  land,  shall  be 
paid  to  tl\,e  party  who  is  the  owner  of  the  land  when  the 
occupation  is  complete;  and  a  rent  payable  previously  is 
an  exception  which  cannot  be  brought  within  the  power, 
unless  by  specific  terms.  There  must  be  an  equal  distri- 
bution .  of  the  rent  ov^r  the  whole  term.  [Parie,  B.*- 
"[phat  cannot  be,  unless  it  be  reserved  from  instant  to  in- 
stant ;  nor  even  then.]  It  is  not  put  in  that  sense ;  but 
would  a.  reservation  weekly  be  good  ?  iParket  B.«— It 
would  come  nearer  the  supposed  rule  yon  lay  down»  that 
every  portion  of  time  must  be  covered.]  The  judgment 
of  Baykf/t  J«,  in  Doe  y.  Morse,  is  direct  upon  this  point 
[Parke,  B. — It  could  not  have  been  present  to  his  nund 
how  great  is  the  inconvenience  of  rent  becoming  due.whcn 
there  is  no  power  of  taking  it  by  distress.]  This  particu- 
lar lease  cannot  be  supported  without  maintaining  the 
general  doctrine,  that  rent  may  be  reserved  befecdiattd. 
Ihere  is  not  even  any  dictum  in  favour  of  such  a  reserva- 
tion, except  that  quoted  from  Lord  Raymond^  where  the 
point  was  not  at  all  before  the  Court  for  their  deciaioni 
and  the  case  is  referred  to  with  a  qusere  in  Sugden  co 
Powers,  620,  627  (4th  edit,). 

Cur»  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the^Coqrt  was  delivered  on  a.aubse- 
quent  day  by 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B, — The  question  in  this  ejectment 
turned  on  the  point  whether  there  had  been  a  due  execution 
of  a  power  contained  in  the  will  of  a  person  under  whom 


TRINITY  TERM,  7  WILL.  ir.  671 

the  property  was  claimed*    The  question  arose  on  the  ^cA.  rfPUtut 

construction  of  the  power  itself.     The  estate  was  devised 

to  sev^al  personsi  with  remainder  overj  and  power  is  given 

to  e»eh  of  the  persons  being  tenants  for  life  to  grant 

leases  **  for  any  term  or  number  of  years  not  exceeding 

twenty  •one.  years  m  possession,  and  not  in  reversion,  re* 

maiader,  or  expectancy,  so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there 

be  reserved  and  be  made  payable,  during  the  continuance 

thereof  respectively,  the  best  improved  yearly  rent  that 

can  be  reaisonably  had  for  the  same,  without  taking  any 

sum  or  sums  <A  money  by  way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in 

respect  of  such  lease  or  leases,  and  so  as  none  of  the  said 

leasee  or  leasees  be  made  dispunishable  of  waste  by  any 

express  words  therein,  and  that  in  every  such  lease  there 

be  contained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for  non-payment  of  the 

rent  or  rents  to  be  thereby  respectively  reserved  ;  and  so 

,as  such  lessee  or  lessees  to  whom  such  lease  or  leases  shall 

be  made  seal  and  deliver  counterparts  of  such  lease  or 

leases/'    Tliere  were  two  objections  made  to  the  lease 

executed  in  virtue  of  this  power.    It  was  first  said|  that 

although  there  was  a  clause  for  re-entry  for  non-payment 

of  rent,  yet  the  power  of  re-entry  was  limited  to  forty-two 

days  after  the  rent  had  become  due,  which,  it  was  urged, 

was  an  unreasonable  time,  and  not  in  compliance  with  the 

power.    Another  ol^ection  was^  that  the  best  improved 

yearly  rent  was  not  properly  reserved  in  this  lease  for 

twenty-one  years,  inasmuch  as  the  last  half-yearns  rent  was 

made  payable  on  a  day  in  the  month  of  August,  whereas 

the  year  itself  did  not  expire  until  Michaelmas. 

In  answer  to  the  first  objection,  cases  have  been  cited  to 
shew  that  a  reaionable  time  may  be  allowed  after  the  rent 
becomes  due,  without  any  contravention  of  the  power.  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  see  how  this  question  could  arise,  unless  there 
were  an  appearance  of  evasion  of  the  requisitions  of  the 
power.  One  can  conceive  a  case  where,  under  the  pretence 
of  complying  with  a  power  in  terms,  the  clause  may  be  of 
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Eteh.  of  PhoM,  such  a  nature  as  to  make  the  proviso  for  re-entry  in  eSect 
wholly  nugatory.  If  such  a  case  should  arise,  it  would  be 
a  l>reaeb  of  the  power:  but  here  there  is  oo  appearance 
of  evasion  in  the  mode  of  framing  the  clause.  The  period 
of  £prty-»two  days  is  not  an  unusual  one :  every  one  knows 
tliAt  forty-two  days  is  such  a  portion  of  time  as  it  is  usoal 
for  a  tenant  to  be  allowed  to  pay  his  rent  afiee  it  becomes 
due.  We  therdbore  think  the  lease  is  not  objectionable  io 
respect  to  the  clause  of  re*entry. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  reservation  of  the 
rent  for  the  last  half  year  is  in  contravention  of  the  power; 
but  upon  consideration  we  think  there  is  no  foundation  for 
the  argument  urged  on  this  point*    The  testator's  reason 
for  limiting  the  power  by  this  proviso  appears,  upon  the 
face  of  bis  own  wiU^  to  be,  that  no  premium  or  fine  was  to 
be  taken  (tom  the  lessee,  and  whatever  was  reserved  was 
to  be  reserved  as  an  annual  rent,  payable  at  the  usual  timei 
and  not  to  be  taken  ba  a  premium  or  finoi  leaving  nothing 
te  the  person  in  remainder  wbomlght  sueeeed  doriog  the 
eobtimiaRCe  of  the  term*    There  is  no  pretence  for  saying 
that  thefe  was  in  the  present  case  any  object  to  defeat  the 
remeiader*man'a  olaim.    On  tlie  contrary,  the  reservation 
of  the  last  half-year's  rent  before  the  complete  expiration 
of  the  year  is  a  matter  of  prudence  and  caution,  and  is  in 
general  for  the  benefit  of  the  lessor,  whoever  he  may  be. 
It  can  only  be  detrimental  to  Ae  remainder-man  on  the 
supposition  of  the  tenant  for  life  dying  after  the  day  in 
which  the  last  half  year's  rent  is  reserved,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term-^*^  supposition  very  highly  impro- 
bable.   We  ans  of  opinion  that,  in  construing  this  power, 
looking  at  the  words  of  the  power,  and  to  the  intention  of 
the  testator,  there  is  no  ground  for  sajritig  the  power 
has  been  contravened  in  this  respect.    The  manifest  in- 
teation  of  the  testator /was,  that  the  rent  should  be  appor- 
tioned in  twenty-K>ne  yearly  payments  ;  there  is  no  direc- 
tion further ;  it  might  be  paid  quarterly,  half«yearlyi  or 
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yearly.  There  being  therefore  no  direction  on  the  subjeef ,  BxOLg^Pim, 
it  would  be  quite  sufficient  tb  make  it  payable  yearly  within 
each  of  the  twenty-one  years.  The  spirit  and  intention 
then  of  the  testator  are  comfdied  with,  as  well  as  the  words 
of  the  power ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  valid 
objection  to  the  lease  on  the  second  ground.  On  both 
grounds,  therefore,  the  conclusion  the  Court  oone  t0  Is, 
that  die  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  £or  the  defendants 


AsuBY  V.  Harris,  Esq. 

IJEBT  against  the  sheriff  of  Northamptonshire  for  ^xtoi^  Stmhk,  that  a 
tion.    The  declaration  alleged  that  a  writ  of  testatum  fieri  againtt  a  ib«rur 
facias  was  sued  out  against  the  jrfaintiff/  at  the  suit  of  H.  ^^  ex^^n'' 
B.  Whitworth  and  R.  Whitworth,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  a  fi.fiL,miiit 
of  Ko^thamptonshirci  whereby  he  was  commanded  to  levy  actiiaUy  taken 
of  the  goods  and  cbaUets  of  the  defendant  54A  9$.  94.  for  J'^flf^  ^ 
damages  recovered  by  H,  B*  Whitworth  and  R.  WhiN  lufflcient  to 

allcflffi  I  oat  D0 

worth  against  the  defendant ;  that  the  writ  was  indorsed  took  £—  mora 

to  levy  £e/.  Xl^Qd.,  besides  sheriiPs  poundage,  oflkers'  lutui^Vd. 

fees^  and  all  legal  inoidental  expenses,  and  was  delivered  ^^^ 

to  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  Northamptonshire;  by  irirw 

tue  of  which  said  writ  and  indorsement  the  defendant) 

as  such  sheriffi  seiaed  and  took  in  execution  divers  goods 

and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  of  great  valooi  to  wit,  of  the 

value  of  the  monies  so  indoorsed  on  the  said  writ,  and  di* 

reeted  to  be  levied^  as  aforesaidi  and  then  leried  the 

eamet  yet  that  the  defendant,  so  being  sheriff  as  afore- 

said>  by  reason  and  under  colour  of  his  oScci  and  under 

and  by  colour  of  the  said  writ  of  testatum  fieri  fecias  sued 

oat  against  the  plaintiff,  wrongfully,  illegally,  and  oppre8»- 

ively  received  and  took  from  the  plaintiff,  for  the  serving 

and  executing  of  the  said  writ,  more  and  other  consider- 
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Sgeh.  of  PitM,  ation  and  recompence  than  by  the  statute  in  sach   caae 
«^      ^  '  ^     made  and  provided  in  that  behalf  is  allowed ;  that  is  to 
AftiuT        aay^  the  sttm  of  XL  16^  fid.  more  than  in  that  statute  is 
HiMuiia      limited  and*  appointed^  contrary  U>  the  form  of  the  sta- 
tute, &e. 

Special  demurreri  assigning  the  following  causes:*-— That 
although  it  appears  by  the  declaration  that  the  writ  was  en- 
dorsed to  levy  £S/.  17«.6cL,  besides  sheriff Vpoupdage,  of- 
ficers'fees,  and  all  legal  incidental  expensesj  yet  the  plain- 
tiffi  in  the  allegation  that  the  defendant  seized  and  took  in 
execution  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  of  great 
value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  the  monies  so  indorsed  on 
the  writ  and  directed  to  be  levied  as  aforesaid^  and  then 
levied  the  same,  has  not  shewn  witli  sufficient  certainty 
whether  he  means  that  the  defendant  took  in  ^ecntiou 
goods  of  the  value  of  the  said  sum  of  SStL  17^;  6dL  loolyy 
or  of  that  sum  together  with  sheriff*sf  poundage^  officers* 
feeS)  and  other  legal  incidental  expenses ;  and  also  that 
the  plaintiff  hss  not  by  his  declaration  shewn  with  suffi- 
cient certainty,  whether  the  defendant,  by  reason /and  un- 
der colour  ef  his  office,  and  under  and  by  cdouf  of  the 
said  writ,  wrongfully,  &c.  received  and  took  from-  the 
plaintiff,,  for  the  serving  snd  executing  of  the  .said/wri^ 
more  and  other  consideration  and  reoompenee  than  by  the 
statute  laaMowed,  .in  addition  to  and  exchisive  of  tbeoffi-^ 
eers'  fees  and  alll^aiincklental  e:tpenses;  or  whether  be, 
tbe  plaintiff^  means  to  charge  the  sheriff  with  having  taken 
and  received  more  and  greater  xecosipence  than  is  aflowed 
by  the  statutes  «9  £liz<  c.  4,  or  the. 48  Geo.  9ii «» 46^  & 5; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  hss  not  staledor  alleged  haw^muek  the 
de&ndant  .received  and  took  from  the  plaintiff  br  the 
serving  and  executing  of  the  writ,  but  merely  that  he  re- 
ceived and  took  lH9s.  ^«  more  than  by  the  statofee  Isal* 
lowed ;  and  the  plaintiff,  by  such  last-mentioned  allegation, 
has  so  mixed  up  the  law  and  fact,  that  the  Court  cannot 
see  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  whether  or  not  the  de- 
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fendant  has  taken  or  received  more  than  bv  law  allowed ;  Eteh.  of  pitftn, 

1837 
and  the  defendant  cannot  take  issue  on  the  allegation 

without  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  determine  the  law,  and 
to  say  whether  the  defendant  has  taken  mote  than  by  law 
allowed;  whereas  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  say 
merely  how  much  the  defendant  took  by  way  of  such  con- 
sideration and  recompense,  and  the  province  ef  the  Court 
to  say  whether  such  sum  is  more  than  allowed  by  the  sta-* 
tute ;  and  the  plaintiff  ought  therefore  to  have  stated  in 
the  declaration  how  much  the  defendant  took  as  such  con- 
sideration and  recompeiice.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Peacock,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  declaratioti 
is  bad,  for  want  of  a  statement  of  the  actual  amount  taken 
by  the  defendant.  [Parte,  B.— *The  statute  fixed  the 
amount ;  the  gross  sum  taken  is  merely  a  matter  of  catcuk** 
tion.j  If  the  aetutil  sum  bad  been  stated,  that  would  have» 
been  traversable  by  the  defendant,  which  the  allegation  a^ 
it  stands  is'  not:  if  iseoe  were  taken  upon  it,  and  if  alf 
Nki  Prius  any  doubt  were  to  arise  on  the  construotiotV 
of  the  statute,  that  question  of  law  would  come  to  be  de-* 
terminable  by  the  jury,  instead  of  by  the  Court.  [PariCf 
B. — ^We  are  supposed  to  know  what  the  enactment  of  the' 
statute  ii^;  then  we  know  the  defendant  ought  to  have' 
taken  iSdL  in  the  pound  on  the  sum  levied  ;  that  he  took* 
moce  than  is  allowed  by  law  would  necessarily  follow.} 
Suppose  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  were  framed 
thus,  that  the  Action  dkl  not  accrue  within  the  time  limited 
by  ]aw,*--tufely  that  would  be  bad,  as  improperly  mixingf 
up  fiu>t  and  law.  Had  the  plea  been  so  framed  in  the 
case  of  Paget  v.  P^y  (a),  in  which  the  question  was 
whether  an  action-  for  arrears  of  rent  due  under  a  lease 
was  fimited  to  she  years  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  «7,  s.  4«^ 


(a)  2  Blag.  N.  C.  679;  3  ScoU,  120. 
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Bxeh.  tf  PkM,  or  to  twenty  years,  by  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  S,  that 
important  and  difficult  question  must  have  gone  to  the 
jury,  and  the  opinion  of  the  Court  could  not  have  been 
taken  cheaply  upon  it  under  the  recent  statute.     In  Cono. 
Dig*  Pleader,  C.  17,  it  is  laid  do\m,  that  the  certainty 
in  a  declaration  ought  to  be  such,  that  the  Court  may 
give   judgment  upon    it,   the  defendant  answer  to  it, 
and  a  good  issue  be  joined  thereon.      In   the  present 
case,  the  Court  cannot  determine  how  much  the  defend- 
ant took,  nor  the  jury  whether  he  took  more  than  is  al- 
lowed by  law.     [Parte,  B. — Is  not  this  declaration  in  the 
form  in  which  the  precedents  usually  are?]  It  is  undoubt- 
edly according  to  the  form  given  in  Chitty  (a) ;  but  that 
will  not  give  it  authority,  if  it  be  contrary  to  principle. 
[Akterion,  B* — ^Where  do  you  find  the  principle  that  the 
jufy  cannot  incidentally  determine  a  question  of  law?  it  is 
every  day's  practice  that  they  do.]    But  if  it  can  be 
raised  in  pleading,  it  ought.    A  difficulty  formerly  ex- 
isted on  the  words  of  this  very  statute,  the  99  Etiz.  c.  4, 
whether  the  sheriff  ought  to  have  IZd.  in  the  pound  on 
the  first  100/.,  and  6d.  in  the  pound  for  all  the  amount 
beyond  the  lOO/l,  or  whether  he  ought  to  have  but  6dL  in 
the  pound  where  the  sum  exceeds  100/.    It  was  deter^ 
mined,  in  Lysier  v.  Bromley  (£),'that  he  was  entitled  after 
the  former  rate.    But  suppose  that  were  now  a  doubtful 
point ;  that  question  of  law  would  by  this  plea  be  mixed 
up  with  the  question  of  fact.     Again,  in  Rutngey  v.  Tuff-^ 
nett  (c),  the  question  arose,  what  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
levy  under  the  48  Geo.  S,  c.  46,  s.  5, — whether  the  words 
**  expenses  of  execution*'  in  that  act  include  the  expenses 
of  levying.    That  question  may  be  intended  to  be  raised 
in  this  case :  and  the  allegation  might  and  ought  to  have 
been  in  such  terms  as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  raise  it. 

(a)  2  Glut.  PI.  326  (6th  ed.).  iP)  Gro.  Gar.  286. 

(c)  2  Bing.  255  i  9  Mooi^,  425. 
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Humfrey  was  about  to  argue  in  support  of  the  declara-  *^*  •-^^^^'•"» 

tion,  when  >      ^      ^ 

▲sHsr 

Parkb^  B.  said — I  tiiink  you  bad  better  amend :  there       HAaaii. 
is  considerable  weight  in  what  Mr.  Peacock  haauiiged. 

Leave  to  amend* 


FiLBEY  9,  Combs  and  Others. 

CJaSE  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  duati  cinderSf  Under  the 

ashes,  and  rubbish,  removed  by  the  defendants  from  cer**  ri^IJ^Art!" 

tain  premises  in  the  parish  of  St*  Martin-in-the-Fielda,  *7  Geo^,  &  S9, 

between  the  S5th   of  March  and  SOth.  of  June,.  18S(i«  Mavengerofa 

Pleas,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  said  dust,  &c.  {lief  b  ratftkid 

were  not  the  property  of  the  plaintiff;  thirdly,  that  the  "^^^l^^ 

defendants  burnt  apd  consumed  certain  coals  in  their  «■  >»,  in  the 

brewery,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin-in-the-Fields,  and  of  UieTwnerr 

thereby  the  dust,  cinders,  ashes,  and  rubbish  mentioned  ^^^^Ma'aThe 

in  the  declaration  were  produced ;  and  that,  having  ooca*  detim  to  dUi. 

sion  to  boil  water  for  washing  casks  for  uae  on  other  pve*  character, 

mises  in  the  parish  of  St.  Gilea*in*the-Fields,  they  removed  where^brewen, 

the  intermixture  of  coals,  cinders,  ashes,  &a,  and  with  ^^^jj*"!!^^ 

the  same  boiled  the  water  on  the  premises  aforesaid  in  a.,  burnt  coait 

the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  and  left  such  chiders,  ashes,  &c«,  proceaofbrew. 

there  for  the  uae  of  the  person  lawfully  entitled  thereto  i  |bfy  weiT^ 
and  that  such  was  the  alleged  conversion  complained  of  ^"^^7  ^"' 

ID  the  declaration ;  fourthly,  a  plea  similar  to  the  bat,  but  having  pasied 

omitting  the  statement  that  the  cinders,  ashea,  &c«  ware  the  Sretl^re- 

burnt  a  second  time  on  Qther  premises  than  the  brewery  JJ^iJ^Md^sih 

in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin-in-the*Fields.  ^«  dust  and 

athci  aritins 

The  plaintiff  replied  de  injuria  to  the  two  laat  pleas;  from  the  same 

and  issue  having  been  joined  thereon,  the  following  case  p[^iMs  occu- 
pied by  them 
in  parish  B., 

where  they  oscd  them  for  heatiog  water  to  deanae  their  casks:— i7el(/,  that  the  scavenger  of 

parish  A.  was  not  entitled  to  claim  any  of  the  articles  so  remoTed. 
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SaA.  y  Mm,  was,  by  consent  oF  the  parties,  stated  under  a  Judge's 
order  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

By  the  act  57  Geo.  8,  c.  S9,  intituled  ''  An  Act  for  the 
better  paving,  improving,  and  regulating  the  streets  of  the 
metropolis,  and  preventing  and  removing  nuisances  and 
obstructions  thereto,"  it  is  in  the  59th  section  enacted, 
*'  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners,  trustees,  or 
any  other  p^sons  having  the  control  of  pavements  in  the 
the  streets  or  public  places  in  any  parochial  or  other  dis- 
trict within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  act,  who,  by  any  local 
act  or  acts  of  Parliament  relating  thereto,  are  also  autho- 
rised and  empowered  to  direct  the  cleansing  of  the  streets 
or  public  places  within  such  parochial  or  other  district,  at 
any  time  or  times  thereafter  to  agree,  by  private  contract 
or  public  auction,  or  by  tender  or  proposal,  for  any  time 
not  exceeding  three  years,  with  any  person  or  persons  to 
be  the  scavenger  or  scavengers,  raker  or  rakers,  cleanser 
or  cleansers  of  the  streets  and  public  places  within  the 
said  district;  and  such  person  or  persons,  on  a  certain  day 
in  every  week,  and  oftener  when  required  by  any  three  or 
more  of  the  said  commissioners,  &c.,  shall  bring  or  cause 
to  be  brought  convenient  carriages  into  all  such  streets 
and  public  places  where  such  cHrriages  can  be  drawn  near 
or  past  into,  and  at  or  before  their  approach,  by  bell, 
horn,  clapper,  or  otherwise  by  a  loud  noise  or  cry,  shall 
give  notice  to  the  inhabitants,  &c. ;  and  such  scavengers, 
&c.  shall  take  and  carry  away  from  the  respective  houses 
and  premises  of  the  inhabitants  or  occupiers  their  soil, 
aahes,  cinders,  rubbish,  dust,  dirt,  and  filth,  all  which 
the  said  scavengers,  &c  shall  take  and  carry  away  at  their 
own  costs  and  dtarges,  upon  pain  of  forfeiting  a  sum  of 
40f.  for  every  default,  except  &c.,  (being  an  exception  as 
to  rubbish  arising  from  building  or  alterations  in  houses, 
&&) ;  and  also  that  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  refuse 
to  permit  such  soil,  &c.  to  be  taken  away  by  the  scaven- 
gers, &c.,  or  other  persons  appointed  by  and  agreeing 
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with  the  commiBsionerSy  &c.  as  afaresiiiii,  every  such  per-  Mt^  ^frntat, 

Bon  so  o£fending  shall  forreit  the  sum  of  52.  Then  follows  a  ^ 

power  to  the  commissioners  or  trustees  to  aippoint  difierent       Fnasr 

persons  to  collect  and  possess  the  ^id  ashes»  dirt»  pioderat       itoMsa. 

&c.,  as  they  shall  deem  expedient;  but  that  the  right  and 

benefit  of  such  soil,  ashes^  &c.  shall  belong  exclusively  to 

the  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  from  time  to  time  by 

the  said  commissioners  or  trustees,  or  other  persons  ap 

aforesaid,  appointed  to  cpllect  and  possess  the  same»  anyr 

thing  in  any  local  act  of  Parliament,  or  in  th^t  ac(,  to  (lie 

contrary  notwithstanding.    And  by  the  60th  s^ion  it  if 

enacted,  that  if  any  person  or  persons  other  than  tbe  scar 

vengers,  &c.  of  any  parochial  or  other  district^  or  tbe 

other  person  or  persons  employed  or  appointed  by  or  con* 

tracting  with  the  said  commissioners,  &c«  to  collect  find 

retain  the  dust,  &c.  within  their  respective  djatriets,  or 

those  employed  by  and  under  such  person  or  peraonsi^ 

shall  on  any  pretence  whatsoever  go  about  to  colieet  or 

gather,  or  shall  ask  for,  receive,  or  carry  away  any  dusl» 

&c.  [the  clause  goes  on  to  provide  for  the  forfeiture  by 

such  person,  on  conviction  before  a  justice,  of  10/.  for  the 

first  offence,  161.  for  tbe  second,  and  SO/,  for  every  subse^ 

quent  offence,  to  be  applied  as  in  the  act  directed.] 

The  plaintiff*  in  this  action  is  the  contractor  for  cleansing 
the  streets  and  public  places  in  the  parish  of  St.  MartiR4n- 
the*fie]ds,  Middlesex,  with  the  commissioners  having  the 
control  of  the  pavements  within  the  same  parish,  iot  the 
term  of  one  year  from  the  25th  of  March,  1836.  The  de- 
fendants carry  on  business  as  brewers  in  extensive  pre* 
mises  in  Castle-street,  Long  Acre,  within  the  same  parish, 
and  in  the  brewing  of  beer  they  burn  very  considerable 
quantities  of  coals;  and  those  premises  not  being  suffi« 
ciently  extensive  for  aU  the  purposes  of  their  trade,  tbe 
defendants  have  also  for  upwards  of  twenty  years  paat 
occupied  a  considerable  piece  of  ground  called  Mason's 
Yard,  situate  in  Broad-street,  in  tbe  parish  of  St.  Qiles^s- 

VOL.  11.  Y  Y  M.  w. 
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Steh.  ef  Ptaoi,  in-tbe-FieldSi  and  which  they  necessftrily  and  duly  use  as 
^  a  cooperage  for  cleansing  and  preparing  barrels  and  casks 
FiLBET  for  the  reception  of  the  beer  brewed  by  them  in  the  said 
Combs.  premises  in  Castle-street.  In  the  process  of  brewing, 
strong  fires  are  required  to  be  kept  constantly  burning 
under  the  coppers,  for  which  purpose  great  quantities  of 
small  coal  are  frequently  thrown  into  the  furnaces  there  by 
shovels,  and  the  fires  at  the  same  time  are  raked  and  stirred 
to  keep  up  the  proper  degree  of  heat,  by  which  means  a 
quantity  of  the  small  coal  passes  into  the  ash-hole  uncon- 
flumed,  or  only  partially  consumed,  and  becomes  intermix- 
ed with  the  dust,  cinders,  and  ashes  arising  from  the 
same  fires*  In  such  state  such  unconsumed  or  only  par- 
tially consumed  coal  does  not  retain  sufficient  strength  for 
the  purpose  of  brewing,  but  is  sufficiently  strong  for  the 
purpose  of  heating  water  for  cleansing  and  scalding  casks 
and  barrels ;  and  the  premises  in  Castle-street  not  being 
sufficient,  either  in  extent  or  construction,  for  the  brewery 
•and  cooperage  also,  the  defendants  have  for  upwards  of 
twenty  years  past  carried  away,  and  did  between  the  135th 
day  of  March  and  SOth  day  of  June,  18S6,  carry  away  the 
dust,  &c.  firom  the  brewery,  so  mixed  with  partially  con- 
sumed coal  as  aforesaid,  to  their  said  other  premises  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Qiles^  and  there  used  the  same  for  the  pur- 
pose of  heating  water  to  cleanse  and  scald  their  casks 
and  barrels  used  at  the  brewery  as  aforesaid,  and  after 
using  the  same  for  that  purpose,  the  dust,  cinders,  and 
ashes  from  thence  arising  were  from  time  to  time  suffered 
and  permitted  by  the  defendants  to  be  taken  and  carried 
away  by  the  scavenger  of  the  parish  of  St.  Giles  firom  the 
said  cooperage  premises  in  which  they  then  were. 

The  plaintiff,  soon  after  entering  upon  his  contract,  ap- 
plied at  the  said  brewery  of  the  defendants  for  the  dust, 
cinders,  and  ashes  made  therein ;  but  the  defendants,  in- 
sisting on  their  right  to  remove  the  same,  together  with 
the  partially  consumed  coal  intermixed  therewith,  for  the 
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purposes  of  their  trade^  refused  to  deliver  them  up  to  him,  B*ch.  of  puat, 
and  continued  to  carry  them  away  as  they  had  theretofore  *'  ^ 

done  to  their  other  premises  in  the  parish  of  Sl  Gilesi  and       FiLBsr 
so  there  used  the  same.  Coiui;. 

The  value  of  the  dust,  cinders,  and  ashes  removed  by 
the  defendants  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  lias  been  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties  at  itSL,  for  which  sum  a  verdict 
is  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances  herein  stated,  the 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  carry  away  and  use  the 
said  dust,  cinders,  ashes,  and  partially  consumed  coals  so 
intermixed  as  aforesaid  ;  and  if  otherwisci  then  a  nonsuit 
is  to  be  entered. 

Godson^  for  the  plaintiff. — By  the  provisions  of  this  act 
of  Parliament,  a  contract,  which  is  executed  by  the  com- 
missioners, arises  between  each  inhabitant  of  the  several 
parishes  or  districts,  and  the  scavenger  of  the  district,  that 
if  he  will  cleanse  the  streets  and  clear  the  fronts  of  the 
houses  from  dirt,  as  soon  as  the  coal  consumed  by  them 
becomes  dust  tind  cinders,  and  is  about  to  be  removed 
from  the  premises  on  which  it  was  produced,  having  ceased 
to  be  of  any  use  for  consumption  there,  it  shall  belong  to 
the  scavenger*  The  parties  pay  by  the  dust  and  ashes 
for  the  removal  of  the  dirt  from  before  their  houses. 
[Parte,  B. — Is  anything  dusi  or  ashes  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  but  that  which  the  parties  themselves  choose 
to  treat  as  refuse  ?  If  it  is  in  such  a  condition  that  the 
party  chooses  to  part  with  it  himself,  then  the  plaintiff  has 
a  monopoly  of  removing  it.]  If  the  defendants  can  re- 
move  it  from  their  brewery  to  their  cooperage  in  a  different 
parish,  so  might  they  also  to  their  garden  or  field  in  the 
country :  the  consequence  might  be  that  no  dust  could  be 
taken  by  the  contractor.  If  that  be  so,  it  will  vary  the 
contracts  of  all  the  metropolitan  parishes  with  the  scaven- 
gers.    By  sect.  59,  a  duty  is  imposed  on  the  scavenger  of 

Y  y2 
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fisok  rf  Pkoi,  removing  the  dust,  &c« ;  and  by  s.  60,  no  other  person  can 
V  ^  ^  remove  it.  The  occupier  himself,  therefore,  cannot  part 
FiLBET  with  it  for  the  purpose  of  sale.  If  the  defendants  can  re- 
CoMBB.  move  it  as  they  contend,  wherever  the  party  occupies  two 
places  in  different  parishesi  he  may  deprive  the  scavenger 
of  the  parish  in  which  it  was  produced  of  it  altogether. 
Ward  V.  Bird  (a),  decided  that  the  scavenger  can  enforce 
his  right  under  such  a  statute  as  the  present,  by  an  action 
on  the  case.  [Parle,  B. — At  what  time  does  the  pro- 
perty of  the  scavenger  in  the  ashes  begin  ?]  When  the 
owner  has  done  with  them  as  to  that  place.  [Parke,  B. — 
Is  it  not  when  they  become  refuse  as  to  him — when  be  has 
done  with  them  altogether  ?  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Sup- 
pose the  confines  of  the  parish  to  be  so  near,  that' remov- 
ing them  from  one  part  of  the  premises  to  another  would 
take  them  out  of  the  parish — may  not  the  party  do  that  ?] 
It  is  submitted  that  each  inhabitant  undertakes,  that  when 
he  has  reduced  the  cinders  and  ashes  to  such  a  state  that, 
in  the  ordinary  carrying  on  of  bis  trade,  or  of  his  domestic 
economy,  he  would  wish  them  removed  thence,  they  shall 
belong  exclusively  to  the  scavenger  of  the  district,  who 
has  performed  his  part  of  the  contract  by  cleansing  the 
streets.  Can  the  owner  remove  them  to  his  field  for 
manure? — yet  they  would  probably  be  more  valuable  to 
him  for  that  purpose  than  any  other.  At  all  events,  sup- 
posing the  partially  consumed  coal  does  not  belong  to  the 
scavenger,  that  ought  not  to  carry  with  it  the  duit.  [Bot- 
land,  B. — ^Then  you  impose  upon  the  owner  the  necessity 
and  ezpence  of  sifting  it  for  you.] 

Sir  W.  FoUett,  contra. — The  question  is  not  now  whe- 
ther the  dust,  &c.  can  be  used  for  manure;  but  whether 
that  which  is  usable  as  fuel  is  the  scavenger's  or  not.  The 
plaintiff  must  say  it  is  his,  when  it  has  once  been  in  the  fire. 

(a)  2  Chit.  Rep.  682. 
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The  meaning  and  object  of  the  act  is  clearly  this — that  Bxeh.  of  Pktu, 
when,  after  the  parties  have  fully  consumed  their  coal,  8cc>, 
there  is  any  accumulation  of  dust  or  ashes,  that  shall  be 
removed  by  and  become  the  perquisite  of  the  scavenger. 
[He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Parke,  B.  (a) — The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  enactment  in  the  59th  section  of  this  act  of  Parlia- 
ment  ?  I  think  it  is  clear,  if  you  look  at  the  whole  context, 
that  it  applies  to  such  things  as  are  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  owner  rubbish,  and  which  he  desires  to  dispose  of  in 
that  character.  If  there  be  any  other  purpose  to  which 
the  dust,  &c.  can  be  applied,  except  treating  it  merely 
as  rubbish,  he  has  a  right  to  do  so,  either  where  it  was 
produced,  or  on  any  other  premises.  If  it  be  combustible 
as  fuel,  he  has  a  right  so  to  use  it  on  any  premises  he  may 
have.  The  right  of  the  scavenger  only  attaches  when  the 
owner  has  no  use  for  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  act  ex- 
cept as  rubbish.  Perhaps  he  may  not  be  entitled  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  them  in  the  character  of  rubbish ;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  now  to  decide  that. 

BoLiiAND,  B.,  and  Aldebsok,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  Lord  Abinger,  G.  B.,  had  left  the  Court. 
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Exeh.  qf  Pleas, 
1837. 

Sir  John  Smith,  Knight,  v.  Thomas  Starling  Day  and 
Henry  Framlinoham  Day,  Executors  of  Sir  Hayi.ett 
Framlinoham,  deceased. 

An  executor.  JJEBT  on  a  bond  of  indemnity,  dated  the  24th  May, 

of  all  the  debts  1819,  given  by  the  testator  to  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a 

notTce*,^invc8ted  Certain  Condition,  whereby,  after  reciting  an  indenture  of 

S^idufof  '®*^®  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  February,  1786,  between  Sir  Thomas 

the  testator*!  Spcnce  Wilson,  sincc  deceased,  and  Dame  Jane,  his  wife, 

remaining  in  of  the  one  part,  and  Samuel  Noble  of  the  other  part,  of 

fandT^n'his"  ***'  Certain  premises,  for  forty  years  from  Christmas,  1785; 

own  DMne,  and  further  reciting  another  indenture  of  lease  of  the  10th 

received  the  ° 

dividends,  and  December,  1809,  between  the  said  Dame  Jane  and  Sir  T. 
tothe le^tecT  Maryon  Wilson,  her  son,  of  the  one  part,  and  Martha 
of  thdH*^^**"€s  N°^'®  ^^  the  other  part,  of  certain  other  premises,  from 
given  by  the  September,  1808,  for  61  years ;  and  further  reciting  a 
that  under  '  sub-leasc  of  the  £Oth  May,  1816,  by  the  Nobles  to  Sir  H. 
rtancer/th""  Framlingham,  with  the  consent  of  Dame  Jane  Wilson,  of 
executor  could  parts  of  the  premises  respectively  demised  to  them  by  the 
pieaofpiene  leases  of  1786  and  1809;  and  further  reciting  another  in- 
to an'action  denture  of  lease  of  the  30th  August,  1816,  and  made  be- 
brought  against  ^  ^y^^  g  jj  jj^^^g  j^^^  Wilson  and  the  said  Sir  T.  M. 

him,  15  years 

after  tht  testa-  Wilson  of  tlie  one  part,  and  the  said  Sir  H.  Framlingham  of 
a  specialty  debt  the  Other  part,  by  which  indenture,  for  the  considerations 
of  whichTiThad  therein  mentioned,  they  the  said  Dame  Jane  Wilson  and 
hadno notice.     Sir  T.  M.  Wilson  demised  and  leased  unto  Sir  H.  Fram- 

Where  A.,         , 

being  seised       lingham,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the 

In  fee,  leased  ^.  g*  ^.t  •  •     j  •     ^v  i. 

premises  to  B.    same  portion  of  the  premises  as  is  comprised  m  the  sub- 

granted  a  lease  same  land  as  IS  Comprised  in  the  leases  respectively  of  the 
same  premises,  S8th  of  February,  1786,  and  thelOth  of  December,  1809,  to 
IheTpT^rn'*  l^oW  the  pieces  of  land  demised  by  the  lease  of  28th  Febru- 
of  the  61  years:  ary,  1786,  from  the  25th  day  of  December,  1825,  when  the 
by  the  lease  to    term  of  forty  years  thereby  created  would  determine,  for 

C,  A.  did  not 

part  with  his  reversion,  so  as  to  disentitle  him  to  distrain  for  rent  due  from  B.  under  his  leasee 
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the  full  term  of  forty-three  years  and  three  quarters  then  Ssch.  t^  pim«, 


next  following,  and  to  hold  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
lease  of  the  10th  of  Decemberi  1809,  from  the  29tb  day 
of  September,  1869,  when  the  said  term  of  sixty-one  years 
thereby  created  would  expire^  for  and  during  the  full  term 
of  seventeen  years  thence  next  ensuing,  subject,  during 
the  said  term  of  forty-three  years  and  three  quarters^  to  a 
yearly  rent  of  34/.,  payable  to  the  said  Dame  Jane  Wilson 
and  her  assigns  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  to 
the  said  Sir  T,  M.  Wilson  during  the  residue  pf  the  said 
term;  and  also  subject,  during  the  said  term  of  seventeen 
years,  to  the  yearly  rent  of  5S/.,  payable  to  the  said  Sir 
T.  M.  Wilson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  the  per- 
formance of  the  covenant  therein  contained  for  payment 
of  the  yearly  rent  of  6/.,  as  the  consideration  for  the  grant 
of  the  remaining  terms  thereby  granted,  and  all  other  cove* 
nants  and  agreements  therein  reserved  and  contained :  And 
further  reciting,  that  by  indenture  of  assignment  bearing 
even  date  with  the  said  bond  of  indemnity,  and  made  be- 
tween the  said  Sir  H.  Framlingham  of  the  first  part,  and 
the  said  plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  the  said  messuages, 
tenements,  erections,  buildings,  and  other  premises,  com* 
prised  in  and  demised  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  of 
the  SOth  of  May,  1816,  and  the  30th  day  of  August,  1816, 
were  assigned  to  and  were  then  vested  in  the  said  plaintiff 
for  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  years  granted  by  the 
said  indenture  of  lease,  subject  to  the  rents,  covenants,  and 
agreements,  on  the  tenants',  lessees*,  or  assignees'  part 
to  be  paid,  observed,  and  performed  for  or  in  respect  of 
the  same  premises :  And  reciting,  that  upon  treaty  for  the 
sale  of  the  said  leasehold  premises  to  the  said  plaintiff,  it 
was  and  is  among  other  things  agreed,  that  the  said  Sir 
H.  Framlingham  should  enter  into  a  certain  written  obli* 
gation,  to  be  conditioned  as  thereinafter  is  expressed :  the 
condition  of  the  said  written  obligation  is  declared  to  be 
such,  that  if  the  said  Sir  H.  Framlingham,  his  executors, 
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EMek.^Pita$,  adminbtralorsi  and  asiignaj  should  from  time  to  time  and 
at  all  times  thereajfter  well  and  sufficiently  sftTe,  defend, 
protect,  and  keep  harmless  and  indemnified  the  said  plain- 
tiffi  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  his 
and  their  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and  whetesoevert 
and  particularly  the  said  hereditaments  so  assigned  as 
afoiresaidi  or  intended  so  to  be,  by  the  said  indenture  of 
assignment  of  even  date  therewith,  with  their  appurte- 
nances, from  and  against  the  payment  of  the  rents  respec- 
tively reserved  in  and  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  of 
the  28th  of  February,  1786,  and  the  10th  of  December, 
1809,  and  all  actions,  suits,  costs,  charges,  damages, 
losses,  and  expenses  whatsoever  which  he  or  they  miglit 
sustain  or  incur  for  or  by  reason  or  on  account  of  the 
same  rents^  or  either  of  them,  or  any  non-payment  of  the 
same  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof  respectively,  or  otherwise 
in  relation  thereto,  then  the  said  written  obligation  should 
be  void,  otherwise  should  be  and  remain  in  foil  force  and 
virtue;  ashy  the  said  writing, obligatory  fully  appears. 
The  declaration  then  shewed  that  the  estate  and  interest 
of  the  grantors  of  and  in  all  the  above  demised  premi- 
ses  descended  and  came  to  Sir  Tbomaa  Maryon  Wilson, 
who  was  seised  thereof  in  fee ;  and  the  obligors  of  the 
bond  having  allowed  rent  m  respect  of  the  premises  de- 
mised by  the  indenture  of  the  10th  day  of  December, 
1809,  to  fall  into  arrear.  Sir  Thomas  Maryon  Wilson  en« 
tered  and  distrained  for  the  same^  and  the  plaintiff  was 
obliged  to  pay  it,  and  that  thereby  an  action  accrued  to 
him  against  the  defendants  upon  the  said  bond. 

Pleas :  first,  That  the  defendants  had  fully  administer- 
ed before  the  commencement  of  the  suit ;  secondly^  That 
after  making  the  said  bond  Sir  H»  Framlingham  died,  in 
the  year  18S0;  and  that  the  defendants  had  no  notice  of 
Ihe  bond  till  August,  1835;  that  they  had  fully  adminis- 
tered before  notice,  and  had  no  goods  or  chattels  to  ad* 
minister  since  notice* 
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The  replication  traversed  these  pleas^  upon  which  is-^  Btck,  of  fieaii 
sues  were  joined.  ^ 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Abinger^  C.  B.,  at  Sifim 
the  Middlesex  sittings  after  Michaehnas  Temij  1886,  when  daV. 
a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  6S5/.  6^.  dam« 
ages,  assessed  on  the  breach  assignedi  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case,  with  li- 
berty for  either  party  to  turn  the  same  into  a  special 
verdict : — 

The  declaration  was  proved  in  point  of  fact. 

The  defendants  contend  that  it  is  insufficient  in  point 
of  law.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  judg- 
ment is  to  be  arrested,  and  the  subsequent  question  does 
not  arise;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  declaration  is  suflScient,  the  defendants  rely  u]>on 
the  following  facts,  as  supporting  one  or  other  of  their 
pleas. 

Sir  Haylett  Framlingham,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
died  on  the  10th  day  of  May,  1820.  He  left  a  will  pro- 
perly executed  and  attested  by  two  witnesses,  dated  the 
Snd  of  June,  1815^  which  was  proved  in  the  Prerogative 
Court  of  Canterbury  on  the  17th  of  July,  1820,  by  the 
defendants  Thomas  Starling  Day  and  Henry  Framling- 
ham Day,  the  executors  thereof;  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy : — 

^'This  is  the  last  will  and  testament  of  me.  Sir  Haylett 
Framlingham,  Knight  Commander  of  the  Honourable 
Order  of  the  Bath,  and  Colonel  of  the  Royal  Horse  Ar- 
tillery, made,  published,  and  declared  this  Snd  day  of 
June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1816.  First,  I  nominate 
and  appoint  my  nephew  Thomas  Starling  Day,  and  Henry 
F.  Day,  executors  of  this  my  will ;  and  I  do  hereby 
auAorhse  and  direct  my  executors,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
may  be  after  my  decease,  to  convert  all  the  personal  estate 
and  effects  of  which  I  shall  die  possessed  into  ready 
money,  and  after  payment  thereout  of  my  just  debts  and 
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Bf^  vi  PitMs  funeral  and  testamentary  qharges,  to  lay  out  and  invest 
the  residue  thereof  in  their  names  in  the  public  stocks  or 
fundaof  this  kingdom;  and  the  dividends  or  interest  thereof 
I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my  sisters  Franees  and  Ann 
Framlingham,  to  be  paid  to  them  in  equal  moieties  during 
their  joint  lives ;  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of  my  said 
sisters,  I  give  the  whole  of  such  dividends  or  interest  unto 
the  survivor  for  and  during  her  life ;  and  after  the  decease 
of  such  survivor,  then  I  give  and  bequeath  the  principal 
money  which  shall  be  so  laid  out  and  invested  in  the  said 
stocks  or  funds  unto  all  or  any  one  or  more  of  the  children 
or  grandchildren  of  my  sister  Margaret  Day^  in  such  paru, 
shares,  and  proportions,  upon  such  trusts,  and  to  be  pay- 
able at  such  times  as  she,  the  said  Margaret  Day,  shall  by 
her  last  vrill  and  testament  in  writing,  or  any  writing  pur- 
porting to  be  or  being  in  the  nature  of  her  last  will  and 
testament,  or  any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  to  be  signed 
and  published  by  her  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  direct,  limit,  or  appoint ;  but  if  it  shall 
happen  that  my  said  sister  Margaret  Day  shall  not  make 
any  such  direction,  limitation,  or  appointment,  then  I  give 
and  bequeath  the  said  principal  sum  of  money  unto  all  the 
children  of  my  said  sister  Margaret  Day  who  shall  be 
living  at  her  decease,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  her  children 
as  shall  then  happen  to  be  dead,  equally  to  be  divided 
amongst  them  share  and  share  alike;  but  it  is  my  will  that 
the  issue  of  any  deceased  child  or  children  shall  be  only 
entitled  to  the  share  or  shares  which  the  parent  or  parents 
of  such  issue  would  have  received  if  he,  she,  or  they  had 
been  living  at  the  time-  of  the  decease  of  my  said  sister 
Margaret  Day ;  and  lastly,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
nephew  James  Day,  a  Lieutenant  in  the  Royal  ArtiUery, 
all  the  badges  or  marks  of  merit  or  distinction  which  I 
now  possess  or  may  hereafter  be  honoured  with.    In  wit- 
ness," &c. 

The  testator  died  possessed  of  personal  property  to  the 


TRINITY  T£RM|  7  WILL.  IV.  489 

amount  of  1,676;.  2s.  id.;  and  the  said  T.  S.  Day  and  BtcK^fkoB, 

Henry  F.  Day  received  assets  to  that  amount,  including 

the  produce  of  997^   10«.  New  4  per  cent  Annuities, 

formerly  9Sfih  Navy  5  per  centa.^  hereafter  mentioned ; 

they  paid  the  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses 

of  the  testator,  Sir  H.  Framlingham,  to  the  amount  of 

5Zbl.  4^.  5d. 

On  the  SOth  November,  1820,  the  said  T.  S.  Day  and 
H.  F.  Day  laid  out  the  sum  of  158/.  \5s*  in  the  purchase 
of  150/.  Navy  5  per  cents,  in  their  names,  in  pursuance  of 
the  will  of  Sir.  H.  Framlingham,  for  the  benefit  of  Frances 
and  Ann  Framlingham,  the  legatees  for  life.  On  the  17th 
October,  1821,  the  said  T.  S.  Day  and  H.  F.  Day  passed 
the  accounts  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  testator  Sir 
H.  Framlingham  at  the  Legacy  Office,  Somerset  House, 
and  paid  the  sum  of  29/L  8«.  1  Id.  for  the  legacy  duty 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  3/.  per  cent.,  payable  by  the  legatees 
under  the  will. 

.  In  the  month  of  March,  1824,  the  said  T.  S.Day  and 
H.  F.  Day,  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  parties  in- 
terested, sold  out  the  sum  of  997/.  10^.  New  4  per  cent. 
Annuities,  formerly  950/.  Navy  5  per  cent.  Annuities,  then 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  said  Sir  Haylett  FramKngham, 
which  produced  the  sum  of  1061/.  5s.  2d. 

The  said  T.  S.  Day  and  H.  F.  Day,  in  March,  1824,  lent 
on  mortgage  in  their  names,  at  5  per  cent.,  to  Mr.  Wn. 
Pearson,  of  S  prole,  Norfolk,  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  part  of 
the  produce  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  997/.  10^.  New  4 
per  cents. 

On  the  10th  of  June,  1826,  the  said  T.S.  Day  and  H. 
F.  Day  received  back  the  sum  of  1,000/.  of  the  said  Wm. 
Pearson,  in  discharge  of  his  said'  mortgage. 

On  the  22nd  of  August,  1826,  the  said  T.  S.  Day  and 
H.  F.  Day  laid  out  the  sum  of  1,028/.  7^.  9i/.,  including 
the  said  sum  of  1,000/.,  with  the  consent  in  writing  of 
Frances  Framlingham,  Anne  Framlingham,  and  Margaret 
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ExdL  9f  PUatt  Day,  the  legatees  for  life,  and  themselves  the  said  T.  S. 
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Day  and  H.  F.  Day ,  James  Day,  George  Day,  E.  Day,  Win. 
Day,  Wm.  Foster,  Lucas  Worship,  and  S.  Day,  the  lega- 
tees entitled  to  the  reversion  under  the  said  will  of  the  said 
Sir  H.  Framlingham,  in  the  purchase  of  531.  Bank  Liong 
Annuities,  in  the  names  of  the  said  T,  S.  Day  and  H.  F. 
Day,  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
said  Frances  and  Anne  Framlingham,  the  legatees  for  life, 
who  are  now  respectively  living.  The  value  of  the  said 
Long  Annuities  exceeds  the  damages  assessed  as  afore- 
said. 

The  said  T.  S.  Day  and  H.  F.  Day,  from  the  year  1821 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  received  all  the  divi- 
dends and  interest  from  time  to  time  as  they  became  due 
and  payable  on  the  said  sum  of  950/.  Navy  5  per  cents., 
afterwards  997/.  lOs.  New  4  per  cents.,  until  the  sale 
thereof  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  on  the  said  sum  of  1,000/. 
lent  on  mortgage  to  the  said  William  Pearson  as  aforesaid, 
until  the  same  was  paid  off;  and  afterwards  on  the  said  sum 
of  SSL  Bank  Long  Annuities,  and  also  on  the  said  sum  of 
150L  Navy  5  per  cent.  Annuities,  afterwards  157/.  10^. 
New  4  per  cent.  Annuities,  and  now  157L  10&,  3J  percent. 
Annuities ;  and  paid  the  same  respectively  from  time  to 
time  to  Frances  and  Anne  Framlingham,  the  legatees  for 
life  under  the  will  of  the  said  Sir  H.  Framlingham,  for  their 
use  and  benefit. 

There  are  now  standing  in  the  Bank  of  England,  in  the 
names  of  the  said  T.  S.  Day  and  H.  F.  Day,  the  said  sum 
of  53/.  per  cent.  Long  Annuities,  and  157/.  lOs.  S|  per 
cent.  Annuities. 

The  defendants  first  had  notice  of  the  bond  mentioned 
in  the  declaration  on  the  1st  day  of  August,  1835. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  preceding  facts  establish  either  of  the  defendants* 
pleas.  If  they  do,  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  set 
aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendants  upon  both 
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or  either  of  the  issues  arising  out  of  these  pleas,  as  the  Bxeh,  rfPiea»t 
Court  may  direct ;  if  they  do  not,  the  verdict  is  to  stand  ^  *  ^ 

for  the  said  sum  of  6252.  5^.,  or  so  much  thereof  as  the        Smith 
Court  shall  direct.  D«t. 

Kelly 9  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  first  question  is,  whether 
the  facts  stated  in  the  case  establish  either  of  the  defen- 
dants' pleas:  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  do  not.  It 
will  be  contended  for  the  defendants,  that  they  are  in  the 
situation  of  having  paid  these  legacies  out  of  the  assetSi 
and  that  that  is  an  answer  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  this 
bond  subsequent  to  the  death  of  the  testator.  But  the 
investments  made  by  the  defendants  in  their  own  names 
in  the  years  1820,  1824,  and  1826,  although  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  legatees,  were  not  payments^  but  the  stock 
is  still  assets  in  their  hands;  and  it  appears  that  all  the 
interest  and  dividends  have  been  paid  to  the  defendants 
from  the  death  of  the  testator  to  the  present  time.  As- 
suming, however,  that  these  legacies  were  paid  without 
notice  of  the  bond,  that  payment  would  be  no  answer  to 
the  action.  Payment  of  legacies  is  no  answer  to  an  action 
on  a  bond  of  the  testator,  even  when  the  breach  has  been 
committed  after  such  payment.  It  is  true  that,  in  The 
Governor  and  Company  of  Ihe  Chelsea  Waterwotls  v. 
Cowper  (a).  Lord  Kenyon  expressed  an  opinion,  that 
"  when  an  executor  or  administrator  has  satisfied  the 
debts  and  legacies  affecting  the  testator's  or  intestate'fl 
estate,  and  paid  over  the  remainder  to  the  residuary  le- 
gatee, and  has  had  no  notice  of  any  other  subsisting  de- 
mand, providing  he  has  not  done  it  too  precipitately,'*  it 
was  a  good  answer  to  an  action  such  as  the  present ;  but 
that  case  has  never  been  cited  or  acted  upon  as  a  valid 
authority,  but,  if  not  overruled,  has  been  very  much 
doubted,  both  in  courts  of  law  and  equity.     Tliere^  also, 

{a)  1  Esp.  277. 
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^BMft.  of  !%«%  twenty-two  years  had  elapsed  since  the  ezecotor  had  paid 
oyer  the  assets  to  the  legatee,  without  any  notice  to  the 
executor  of  any  outstanding  claim.  The  payment  of  ainiple- 
contract  debts  may  be  an  answer  to  the  nonpayment  of  debts 
of  a  higher  nature,  without  notice;  but  the  payment  of  le- 
gacies is  not  so,  and  the  executor  can  compel  the  legatees 
to  refund :  Hawkins  ▼.  Day  [a).   The  repayment  of  simple- 
contract  debts  was  held  a  good  answer  to  such  a  claim, 
bat  payment  of  legacies  not    An  executor,  by  applying 
to  a  court  of  equity,  may  obtain  an  indemnity  before  he 
will  be  compelled  to  pay  the  legacies :  Simmons  v,  Bot- 
land  (b).    It  is  assumed  in  that  case  that  for  any  future 
breach  the  executTor  would  be  liable  at  law.    lAidersM, 
B. — ^There  the  executor  had  notice  of  the  covenant, 
though  not  of  the  breach.     Have  you  any  case  in  which, 
when  the  legatees  have  filed  a  bill  to  compel  payment  of 
the  legacies,  the  Court  has  ordered  an  indemnity,  when 
there  has  been  no  notice  of  any  outstanding  claim?]  That 
would  depend  upon  whether  it  was  suggested  that  there 
was  any  outstanding  claim.    Where  legatees  file  a  bill  for 
the  payment  of  legacies,  and  the  executors  set  up  some 
outstanding  claim  against  the  estate,  of  which  they  have 
had  notice,  they  will  not  be  compelled  to  pay  the  legacies 
without  an  indemnity ;  but  where  the  executors  have  had 
no  notice,  and  a  claim  arises  after  the  legacies  have  been 
paid,  the  legatees  will  be  compelled  to  refund.     In  Davis 
V.  Blaekwell  (c),  Tindaly  C.  J.,  says,  ''  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  payment  of  legacies  would  in  any  case  afford 
an  answer  in  a  court  of  law  to  an  action  brought  against 
the  executor  for  a  debt  due  from  the  testator;  for  I  find 
the  rule  universally  laid  down,  that,  after  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
executor  or  administrator  to  pay  the  legacies."    The  judg^ 


(a)  Ambler,  162.  '      (6)  3  Merivale,  547. 

(c)  2  Moore  &  Scott,  7;  9  Bing.  8. 


TRINITY  TfiRMi  7  WILL.  IV.  CQS 

ment  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  the  case  of  Vernon  v.  Lard  Eg*  Areft.  y  Mm^ 
mant  (a),  proceeds  on  the  principle  that  an  executor  may  al- 
ways calL  for  an  indemnity,  which  pre-supposes  a  liability* 
The  case '  of  A^onnan  v.  Baldary  (b)  was  very  similar  to  the 
present,  with  the  exception  that  in  that  case  there  was  an 
actual  debt,  whereas  this  was  a  contingency.    There  nine 
years  had  elapsed  without  any  notice  to  the  executors  of  the 
existence  of  the  bond ;  and  the  debt  was  not  contingent  in 
its  nature»but  had  existed  during  the  whole  of  eleven  years^ 
during  which  time  the  creditor  might  have  given  notice* 
Here  notice  was  given  immediately  on  the  breach.  In  Pear^ 
mm  V.  Arckdeaien{c)9  which  was  a  case  at  law,  it  was  held 
that  the  payment  of  legacies  was  no  answer  to>  the  claims 
of  a  creditor.    That  was  an  action  of  covenant  brought 
against  the  executor  of  A.  B.  deceased,  on  a  lease  made 
by  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  deceased,  where  the 
breaches  in  respect  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  took 
place  many  years  after  the  testator's  death ;  and  the  de^ 
fendant  pleaded  plene  administravit,   upon  which  issue 
was  joined ;  and  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  the  payment 
of  legacies  would  not  support  that  plea.     With  the  single 
exception  of  the  case  of  the  Governor  and  Con^Monff  qf  ih€ 
.  Chelsea  Water  Worts  v.  Cowper,  all  the  decisions  are  in 
favour  of  the  proposition,  that,  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
payment  of  legacies  is  no  answer  to  a  demand  of  this  na- 
ture.   But  it  is  not  necessary  here  to  carry  the  argument 
to  that  extent,  because  all  the  money  invested  in  the  funds 
is  now  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  executors.    They 
have,  it  is  true,  paid  the  dividends  to  the  legatees,  but 
they  still  bold  the  principal  in  their  own  names  and  under 
their  own  charge.     It  may  be  admitted  that,  if  this  were  a 
question  in  a  court  of  equity  as  between  the  legatees  and 
executors,  on  a  bill  filed  by  the  legatees  for  payment  of 


(a)  1  Bligh,  New  Series,  571.  (c)  1  Alcock  St  Napier  (Irish 

{h)  6  Sim.  621.  Reports),  23. 
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Awl.  9f  Pint,  the  legacies,  the  executors  might  not  be  allowed  to  say  in 
answer  that  they  held  not  as  executors  but  as  tnisteesj 
because  there  would  be  evidence  of  assent ;  but,  as  against 
the  plaintiff,  the  executors  have  never  dispossessed  them- 
selves of  the  effects  of  the  testator.  In  this  case,  more- 
over,  some  of  the  legacies  have  been  paid  within  the  six 
months.  As  to  them  at  least,  these  pleas  can  be  no  an- 
swer. The  8th  section  of  the  statute  £S  &  23  Car.  S,  c  10, 
though  relatmg  expressly  only  to  administrators,  would 
seem  to  be  equally  applicable  to  executors:  Davis  ▼. 
BlackweU{a).  The  plaintiff  has  sued  as  soon  as  the 
breach  was  committed,  and  there  is  no  authority  to  shew 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  give  notice  of  this  liability. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  other  point,  which  arises  on  the 
face  of  the  declaration.  It  will  be  contended  that  the  de** 
fendants  are  not  bound  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  because 
the  distress  was  not  lawful,  the  le'ssor  having  parted  with 
his  reversion,  so  as  to  take  away  his  right  to  distrain. 
But  Sir  T.  M.  Wilson  did  not  part  with  any  right  as  land- 
lord, by  extending  the  term  of  the  lease  of  the  10th  De- 
cember, 1809,  by  that  of  the  30th  August,  1816.  It 
amounted  merely  to  a  deferring  of  the  reversion,  not  to  a 
granting  of  it  away.  The  class  of  cases,  of  which  TXom 
▼•  Woolcombe  (b)  is  the  last,  are  distinguishable.  That  and 
the  other  cases  tend  to  shew  that  when  a  lessee  demises 
by  way  of  under-lease  for  the  whole  residue  of  the 
term,  it  operates  as  an  assignment  of  his  reversion.  That 
is  not  disputed ;  but  it  does  not  apply  here,  because  this 
was  a  demise  by  a  person  seised  in  fee.  [Parke,  B. — ^The 
second  lease  to  commence  in  fiUuro  was  a  mere  inieres9e 
termini.  The  reversion  continued  in  the  lessor  till  the 
determination  of  the  first  term.] 
• 

Sir  W.  Folleti,  for  the  defendants.— The  question  is, 
whether  an  executor  or  administrator,  who  pays  legacies 

(a)  9  Bingham,  5.  (h)  3  B.  &  Add.  586. 
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in  the  due  course  of  administration,  can  be  afterwards  ^Sxch.  of  Pieas, 

1837. 
made  liable  for  specialty  debts^  even  though  he  has  had  no 

notice  of  them.  It  is  said  that  previous  payment  of  sim- 
ple contract  debts  would  be  a  good  answer  to  an  action 
on  a  bond 9  where  the  executor  has  had  no  prior  notice  of 
it ;  but  that  the  same  principle  does  not  apply  to  the  pay- 
ment of  legacies.  Many  of  the  cases  which  have  been 
cited  turned  upon  the  length  of  time  which  had  elapsed 
before  any  claim  made.  Now,  in  this  case,  the  testator 
died  in  18S0:  the  plaintiff  was  then  the  holder  of  this 
bondj  of  which  he  gave  no  notice  till  1835,  and  then  he 
brings  this  action.  In  the  interval  the  executors  had  ad- 
ministered the  debts  and  legacies.  Then  the  question  is, 
whether,  after  a  lapse  of  fifteen  years,  without  notice  of 
any  outstanding  claim  whatever,  these  payments  are  to  be 
protected  or  not.  In  the  old  authorities,  a  distinction  will 
be  found  to  have  been  taken  between  cases  where  the  lega- 
cies have  been  paid  prior  to  the  actual  breach  of  the  bond, 
and  where  they  have  been  paid  prior  to  notice.  The 
earliest  case  is  Nector  v.  Gennet  (a),  referred  to  by  Sir 
W.  Grant  in  Simmons  v.  BoUand*  In  that  case,  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  appear  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  the 
payment  of  a  legacy  before  a  bond,  which  was  not  for^ 
feited,  was  good.  Lord  Coke  said :  "The  difierence  is, 
when  the  obligation  is  for  the  payment  of  a  lesser  sum  at 
a  day  to  come,  it  shall  be  a  good  plea  against  the  legatee 
before  the  day  ;  for  it  is  a  duty  maintenant  which  is  in  the 
condition ;  but  otherwisse  it  is  where  a  statute  or  obligation 
is  for  the  performance  of  covenants,  or  to  do  a  collateral 
thing;  then,  until  it  be  forfeited,  it  is  not  any  plea  against 
a  legatee ;  for  peradventure  it  shall  never  be  forfeited,  and 
may  lie  in  perpetuum,  and  so  no  will  should  be  performed." 
There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  an  executor  who  has 
administered  the  assets  and  paid  the  legacies  prior  to  any 

(a)  Cro.  Elis.  466;  2  Williams  on  Executors,  831. 
VOL.  II.  Z  Z  M.  W. 
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^^  ^^^^*  notice  of  the  existence  of  a  specialty  of  thia  natiupe^  is 
liable  in  consequence  of  so  doing :  if  it  were  so,  no  execu- 
tor would  administer.  [Aldersong  B. — ^It  musi;  foHow,  that 
in  all  cases  there  must  be  an  indemnity  where  it  is  asked 
for«  Parke,  B. — ^The  executor  may  always  indemnify  him- 
self by  an  action  for  contribution.  AUersot^,  B# — There  is 
this  distinction  between  paying  a  simple  contract  debt  and 
a  legacy, — that  he  may  be  compelled  by  law  to  pay  a  simple 
contract  debt,  but  not  a  legacy.]  By  filing  a  bill,  the  lega* 
tee  may  equally  compel  him  to  pay  the  legacy.  HawUmt 
V.  Day  {a)  is  no  authority  that  wh^re  there  i«  a  payment 
of  legacies  before  notice,  the  executpr  would  not  be  pro* 
tected.  AJX  that  Lord  Hardwicka  must  be  taken  to  have 
determined  is,  that  payment  of  simple  contract  debts  be* 
fore  a  notice  of  specialty  of  this  nature,  woti/lrf  be  protected. 
In  Wms.  on  Executors,  p.  960,  he  b  stated  to  have  ^Id 
that,  although  payment  by  an  executor  of  a  simple  eon- 
tract  debt  before  any  breach  of  the  condition  of  a  speci- 
alty, ought  to  be  allowed  as  a  good  administration  against 
the  specialty,  yet  that  payment  of  the  Jegacy,  qftcr  notice 
of  the  specialty,  and  before  a  breach,  was  not  a  good  pay- 
ment* The  cases  in  equity  all  proceed  on  the  assomptaon 
that  the  executor  had  notice.  In  Simmons  v.  BMand(h), 
Sir  W.  Grant  treats  it  as  a  question  of  very  doubtful  law. 
After  going  through  the  authorities,  citing  Eelea  \.  Lam" 
bert{c),  Ned  or  v.  Gennet,  and  Hawkins  ▼•  Day,  his  Honour 
thus  concludes :  **  In  this  state  of  the  authorities,  it  would 
be  too  much  for  me  to  order  the  executpc  to  transfer  and 
pi^y  without  having  security  given  him,  in  case  of  judg* 
ment  being  recovered  against  him  at  law  for  any  fature 
breach  of  the  covenant."  Suppose,  in  18S4,  a  bill,  had 
been  filed  by  these  legatees,  and  the  Court  had  thought 
that  a  sufficient  time  had  elapsed;  would  they  not  have 


(a)  Ambler,  160.  (6)  3  Merivale,  552. 

(c)  Styles,  37i  54,  73;  Aleyn,  38. 
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ordered  the  funds  to  be  transferred  without  any  indem-  Bxek.  of  Phat, 

1837. 
nity,  the  executors  having  no  notice  of  this  bond  ?  Ac- 
cording to  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  such  an  order 
of  the  Court  would  have  been  no  protection  to  the  execu- 
tors if  an  action  had  been  afterwards  brought  against 
them.  Suppose  a  legacy  of  5000/.  left  to  a  pauper ;  he  could 
not  obtain  payment  of  it,  because  he  could  give  no  suffi«- 
cient  indeittnity^  which  must  be  to  the  amount  of  the  money 
paid  over.  In  LordEgmofU  v.  Vernon  (a).  Lord  GifFord 
decided  that  the  executor  incurred  no  liability  by  paying 
aver  the  residue  without  an  indemnity,  although,  under 
the  special  circumstances  of  that  case,  the  House  of  Lords 
reversed  his  decree,  and  directed  an  indemnity.  The 
judgment  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Gillespie  v.  Alexander  (b),  as 
to  payment  of  legacies,  is  important.  "  Although  the  hn« 
guage  of  the  decree,  where  an  account  of  debts  is  di- 
rected^ is,  that  those  who  do  not  come  in  shall  be  excluded 
from  the  benefit  of  that  decree ;  yet  the  course  is  to  ad- 
mit a  creditor,  he  paying  the  costs  of  the  proceedings,  to 
prove  his  debt,  as  long  as  there  happens  to  be  a  residuary 
fund  in  Court  or  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and  to  pay 
him  out  of  that  residue.  If  a  creditor  does  not  come  in 
till  after  the  executor  has  paid  away  the  residue,  he  is  not 
without  remedy,  though  he  is  debarred  the  benefit  of  that 
decree.  If  he  has  a  mind  to  sue  the  legatees,  and  bring 
back  the  fundi,  he  may  do  so ;  but  he  cannot  affect  the  le* 
gatees,  except  by  suit ;  and  he  cannot  affect  the  executor 
at  alL'*  It  may  be  said,  that  if  an  executor  compels  parties 
to  file  a  bill,  he  will  be  protected,  but  if  he  does  not,  be 
will' remain  liable;  but  it  is  apprehended  the  Court  would 
not  lay  down  such  a  rule.  The  opinion  of  the  Vice  Chan- 
cellor, in  Norman  v.  Baldry  (e),  is  undoubtedly  opposed  to 
that  of  Lord  Kenyan,  in  the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Compa^ 
ny  V.  Cowper  (ef),  but  the  latter  opinion  is  to  be  preferred. 

(a)  See  1  Bfigh,  N.  S.  558.  (c)  6  Sim.  621. 

(6)  3  RuBselC  136.  (c/)  1  Esp.  275. 
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^'^*1R^7^'"''  5»'oo*i«^  V.  Jennings  (a)  and  Harman  v.  Harmon  (b)  sheir 
that  a  party  who  distributes  the  assets  out  of  the  ordinary 
course^  as  by  payment  of  a  simple  contract  debt  before  a 
specialty,  without  notice,  is  protected.  In  Davis  y.  Blaci^ 
well  (a)  it  does  not  appear  that  the  executor  had  not  re* 
ceived  notice  of  the  existence  of  the  covenant,  though  he 
had  none  of  the  breach,  when  he  paid  over  the  assets  to 
the  residuary  legatee.  There  is  no  valid  distinction  be- 
tween simple  contract  debts  which  are  paid  out  of  their 
ordinary  course  before  specialties  without  notice,  and  the 
payment  of  legacies  without  notice.  This  case  is  distin* 
guishable  also  from  Pearson  v.  Archdeaken,  because 
there  the  executor  had  had  notice  of  the  existence  of  the 
covenant.  It  is  submitted,  that  an  executor  bona  fide  ad- 
ministering according  to  his  knowledge,  and  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  of  the  probate,  is  not  liable  to  pay  debts  of 
which  he  has  no  notice.  Then,  as  to  the  argument  which 
is  raised  upon  the  investments  in  the  funds,  and  of  the 
sum  of  1,000/.  on  mortgage.  The  interest  and  dividends 
have  been  regularly  paid  to  the  legatees  for  life,  and  the 
defendants  are  not  now  possessed  as  executors,  but  merely 
as  trustees.  In  Williams  on  Executors,  vol.  2,  pp.  860, 861, 
the  authorities  are  collected,  and  Byrchall  v.  Bradford  {d) 
is  cited,  where  it  was  held,  that  **  where  an  executor,  who 
happens  also  to  be  named  a  trustee  of  a  legacy  to  be 
laid  out  in  stock,  has  fully  administered  the  estate  and  as- 
sented to  the  legacy,  and  retains  the  legacy  in  his  hands, 
not  as  assets  of  the  testator,  but  as  trustee  of  the  legacy, 
then  the  principle  which  would  apply  to  another  trustee 
must  apply  to  him ;  he  is  no  longer  clothed  with  the  cha- 
racter of  executor,  but  is,  as  to  the  legacy,  a  mere  trustee.** 
If  the  defendants  were  now  to  apply  these  funds  in  pay- 
ment of  this  demand,  a  court  of  equity  would  compel  them 
to  replace  them. 

(a)  1  Mod.  174.  (c)  9  Bing.  8;  3  M.  «t  ScoU,  7- 

(6)  3  Mod.  115 ;  2  Show.  492.  (</)  6  Madd.  13. 
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Secondly — ^The  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested,  because  £«/i.  •/  PUat^ 
the  distress  was  illegal,  Sir  T.  M •  Wilson  not  being  the 
reversioner  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  lease  of 
1809,  and  therefore  having  no  right  to  distrain.  By  the 
lease  of  1816,  he  granted  that  reversion  to  Sir  H.  Fram- 
lingbam.  In  Bacon's  Abr.,  Leases,  N.,  it  is  said,  '*  If  one, 
having  made  a  lease  for  life  or  years  to  A.  of  lands,  does 
after  make  another  lease  for  years  to  B.  of  the  same  lands, 
or  the  reversion  of  those  lands,  habend*  the  said  lands,  or 
the  reversion  of  those  lands,  to  the  said  B.  cum  post  sive 
per  mortem,  resignationem,  sursum  redditionem,  vel  aliquo 
alio  modo  vacare  contigerit/  in  this  case  B.  hath  election 
to  tale  such  lease  either  as  a  reversion  or  reversionary  in« 
terest,  if  he  can  prevail  for  an  attornment  of  A.,  the  tenant 
in  possession ;  or  if  not,  yet,  as  a  future  interesse  termini^ 
such  lease  will  be  good,  to  take  effect  in  possession  upon 
the  determination  of  the  first  lease;*'  The  effect  of  which 
is,  that  if  the  lessee  will  attorn  to  the  second  lessee  it  will 
vest  the  reversion  in  him,  but  if  not,  then  he  has  an  tn- 
ieresse  ierminu  {Parket  B. — ^That  is  the  case  of  a  lease 
in  possession.  Here  it  was  intended  that  the  second  lease 
should  not  have  effect  until  the  expiration  of  the  first.  It 
is  a  mere  interesse  termini.  The  lessee  is  to  have  no  in- 
terest whatever  till  the  determination  of  the  first  lease. 
Then  how  is  that  to  pass  the  reversion?]  It  is  submitted, 
that  if  a  party  makes  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  and  a 
second  lease  to  commence  on  the  determination  of  the 
first,  the  effect  of  that,  with  attornment,  would  be  to  grant 
away  the  immediate  reversion  expectant  on  the  determina- 
tion of  the  first  lease*  [^Parie,  B. — The  second  lessee 
has  no  interest  whatever  till  the  determination  of  the  first 
lease,  except  a  mere  interesse  termini.  It  is  clear  that 
no  reversion  could  pass  by  that  deed,  since  it  is  a  mere  in- 
terest in  fiituro.] 

Kelly,  in  reply,  was  directed  to  confine  his  observations 
to  the  first  point. — It  is  agreed,  that  in  all  cases  where  the 
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^'^\SLF^^*  legatee  files  a  bill  for  payment  of  a  legacy,  and  the  execu- 
v^-^^.-!-/    tor  sets  up  an  outstandingcontingent  liability  as  a  defence,  a 
Smith        court  of  equity  will  decree  an  indemnity ;  but  in  those  cases 
DAT.        there  is  an  acknowledgment  of  notice.    But  those  cases,  as 
far  as  the  Statute  of  Distributions  is  concerned,  do  not  ap* 
ply.  The  Statute  of  Distributions,  S3  &  2SCar.  2,  c.  10,  s.  8, 
first  of  all  provides  for  the  payment  of  debts  daring  tiie  year, 
and  after  the  expiration  of  one  year  an  administrator  may 
distribute  shares  of  the  residue.     There  is  no  distinction 
as  to  whether  there  is  notice  or  not — the  next  of  kin  can 
only  claim  to  be  paid  on  giving  a  security  torefand  in  case 
of  after-discovered  debts.     It  is  not  contended  that  the 
executor  is  liable  de  bonis  propriis.    It  is  by  operatioii  of 
law,  by  his  false  plea,  that  he  is  liable.    Under  the  statute 
the  operation  of  refunding  is  to  take  eflfect  through  the 
administrator :  it  provides  that  the  parties  to  whom  distri* 
bution  has  been  made  ^*  shall  refund  and  pay  back  to  the 
administrator,"  which  clearly  implies  that  the  law  coDtem- 
plated  that  an  administrator  was  liable  to  a  suit  for  a  debt 
after  a  decree.    In  either  case  there  is  a  remedy  for  the 
executor  or  administrator.     The  assets  of  the  testator  are 
Kable  as  long  as  a  bona  fide  debt  exists,  whether  paid  over 
by  the  executor  in  payment  of  legacies  or  not*     It  may  be 
admitted,  that  where  an  executor  has  paid  under  a  decree, 
it  is  hard  he  should  have  afterwards  to  settle  a  creditor's 
demand  ;  but  a  court  of  equity  takes  every  step  to  bring 
all  the  claims  before  the  Court,  by  advertising  for  creditors, 
before  a  decree  is  made.     [Parke^  B.«--There  is  anotlier 
authority,  which  has  not  been  adverted  to,  in  Comyns' 
Digest,  Administration,  C.  3 : — ^'^  If  he  pays  legacies  widraot 
security  to  refund,  and  debts  afterwards  appear,  it  will  be 
a  devastavit."]    That  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.    The  ex- 
ecutor may  recover  from  the  legatee;  but  what  meaning  is 
there  in  giving  the  executor  aright  to  sue  the  legatee,  oih 
less  it  is  founded  on  the  liability  of  the  executor  to  pay  the 
debts?    At  law  there  is  a  privity  between  the  creditor  and 
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the  legatee.   A  suit  in  equity  must  be  against  the  executor,  E*ck,  of  Pleat, 
but  it  will  pursue  the  assets  in  whatever  hands  they  may  ^  '  ^ 

be.    The  case  of  the  Chelsea  Water  Works  Company  v.       Smith 
Cowper  is  much  shaken  by  Davis  v.  Blackivell,  and  dis-        day. 
tinctly  over-ruled  by  Norman  v.  Batdry.    Besides,  the 
present  defendants  have  never  actually  parted  with  the 
money,  but  still  retain  a  control  over  it. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — On  the  point  as  to  the  reversion 
the  Court  entertain  a  clear  opinion.  The  other  point  re- 
quires consideration ;  but  the  Court  have  a  strong  impres- 
sion that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  It  would  be  hard  if  the 
parties  were  bound  in  every  case  to  give  notice  of  the  ex- 
istence of  a  bond. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  I 
the  Court. — This  was  an  action  against  the  executors  of 
Sir  Haylett  Framlingham,  on  a  bond  which  had  been  given 
by  the  testator  to  indemnify  the  plaintiffagainst  any  claim 
that  might  be  made  for  the  rent  of  some  premises,  of 
which  he  had  taken  an  assignment.  The  pleas  were,  first, 
plene  administravit  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit; 
and  secondly,  plene  administravit  before  any  notice  of  the 
existence  of  the  bond.  Upon  the  argument,  two  questions 
arose.  The  first,  which  was  upon  the  face  of  the  declara- 
tion, was  whether  there  Was  any  power  of  distress,  so  as 
to  justify  the  distress  made  for  the  rent  for  the  recovery  of 
which  this  action  was  brought  against  the  executors.  It 
appeared  that,  during  the  continuance  of  a  lease  from  Sir 
Thomas  Wilson  to  certain  parties,  he  granted  another  to 
Sir  (]•  Framlingham,  to  take  effect  from  the  expiration  of 
the  first ;  and  it  was  contended  that  he  had  granted  away 
the  reversion  immediately  expectant  on  the  first  lease,  and 
therefore  had  not  the  power  of  making  any  distress  for 
rent  in  arrear  under  it.    This  point  was  raised,  but  not 
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Bsoh*  </  PjMfv  very  strongly  pressed ;  and  the  Court  expressed  an  opinion 
in  the  course  of  the  argument  that  there  was  no  assign* 
ment  of  the  reversion  so  as  to  prevent  the  power  of  dis- 
tressi  and  therefore  that  the  distress  was  lawfoL 

The  next  point  was  upon  the  plea  set  up  by  the  execo* 
tors,  that  they  bad  fully  administered.  There  were  cer* 
tain  parts  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  winch 
they  had  invested  in  their  own  names  in  the  funds  and 
on  a  mortgage^  changing  the  security  once  or  twice,  for 
the  benefit  of  tlie  residuary  legatees,  but  which  still  re- 
mained in  their  charge ;  and  the  question  was,  whether 
they  could  be  considered  as  having  fully  administered  the 
estate,  having,  without  notice  of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiflT^ 
paid  all  the  debts  and  some  of  the  legacies,  and  appor- 
tioned the  remainder,  as  they  considered,  in  satisfaction 
of  the  claims  of  the  legatees,  on  whose  behalf  they  had 
invested  it  in  the  funds*  In  this  state  of  things^  two  ques- 
tions arise:  first,  whether  the  executors  could  give  in 
evidence  any  payments  of  legacies  under  the  plea  of  plene 
administravit ;  and  secondly,  whether,  in  this  particular 
case,  the  money  so  invested  remaining  in  their  own  bands, 
they  could,  as  to  that  portion  of  the  assets,  sustain  such  a 
plea.  There  is  no  occasion  for  us  to  pronojince  any 
opinion  upon  the  first  point,  the  Court  being  unanimously 
of  opinion  that  the  executors  could  not  sustain  the  plea^ 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case ;  they  are  -placed  in 
the  situation  of  having  the  complete  control  over  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  which  remained  still  in  their  hands, 
and  which  we  consider  not  to  be  so  apportioned  by  them 
in  satisfaction  of  any  legacies  whatever,  as  to  bar  the  daim 
of  a  creditor  on  a  specialty,  who  was  entitled  to  satisfac- 
tion out  of  the  testator's  estate.  We  think,  therefore, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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1837. 

Young  v.  Grove. 

X  HIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  brought  to  recover  dam-  Notwitbtund- 
ages  for  a  distress  levied  by  the  defendant,  under  the  au-  ^Honi  o/^e 
tbority  of  the  trustees  of  Tothill  Fields,  upon  the  goods  ^'"^J  q^  3** 
and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  for  rates  and  assessments  c.  l48,tbeoccu- 
upon  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  dwelling-house  and  pre*  adyolniiig^tlbr' 
mises,  described  in  the  rate-book  of  the  trustees  as  in  the  ^a!*  bLfiyi^ 
Yauxhall-road,  and  being  situate  in  the  parish  of  St  within  the 
John  the  Evangelist,  Westminster,  and  under  which  the  lothiii  Fields' 
plaintiff  paid  the  sum  of  6/.  10*.  6dL    The  defendant  t^iil^im^ 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  thereupon  issue  was  joined  |  *^  ^^,^^a 
and  the  parties  afterwards  consented,  under  a  judge's  Uie  kcter  ml 
order,  to  state  the  facts  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  as 
follows : — 

The  Yauxball  Bridge  Road  was  made  and  formed  un* 
der  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  48  Geo.  3,  c.  142,  which 
is  a  public  act,  intitled  **  An  Act  for  building  a  bridge 
across  the  river  Thames,  from  or  near  Yauxhall  turnpike, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Sur* 
rey,  to  the  opposite  shore  in  the  parish  of  St.  John,  in  the 
city  and  liberties  of  Westminster,  and  county  of  Middle^ 
sex,  and  for  making  convenient  roads  thereto  :**  and  en- 
actments are  contained  in  such  act  to  the  following  effect: 
By  section  46,  it  is  enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  Company  of  Proprietors  (of  the  said  bridge),  to  set  out 
and  make  a  new  road,  to  pass  from  the  foot  of  the  said 
intended  bridge  in  a  line  across  the  west  of  Tothill  Fields, 
in  the  direction  therein  particularly  described,  to  Eaton- 
street,  opening  a  communication  with  Pimlico  and  Gros- 
venor-place,  passing  through  the  several  parishes  of  St. 
John,  St.  Margaret,  and  St.  George,  within  the  said  city 
and  liberty  of  Westminster,  together  with  other  roads, 
when  made,  should  afterwards  be  kept  in  repair  by  the 
said  Company  of  Proprietors.  Section  51  provides  that 
the  said   roads  should  be  completed  within  two  years 
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E^oh.,rfPh^,  after  the  completion  of  the  said  intended  bridge.     By 
V— ^  '„•    section  89,  it  is  enacted  that  the  said  Company  of  Pro- 
YouNo       prietors,  or  their  committee,  shall  and  may  erect  and  set 
Grovs.       up  one  or  nkore  gate  or  gates,  turnpike  or  turnpikes,  in, 
upon,  and   across  the  said  intended   bridge,   and   also 
a  gate  oi'  turnpike  in,  upon,  and  across  the  said   in- 
tended road  leading  from  Millbank  across  the  west  of 
Tothill  Fields  afbrtsaid,  and  that  such  tolls  should  be 
demanded  and  taken  thefeat  as  therein  particularly  men* 
tioned.    Sections   109,   110,   111,  aiid  112,  provide  for 
the  prevention  and  removal  of  obstructions  and  annoy- 
ances and  encroachments  on  the  said  bridge  and  roads, 
and  for  infliction  of  penalties  for  nuisances,  &c.  thereon. 
Section  113  enacts,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said 
Company  of  Proprietors,  or  their  committee,  and  they 
are  thereby  empowered  and  required,  from  time  to  time,  to 
cauiie  such  and  so  many  lamp-irons  or  lamp-posts  to  be  put 
or  affixed  in,  upon,  or  along  the  sides  of  the  said  bridge, 
and  in,  upon,  or  along  the  sides  of  the  said  roads,  or  upon 
or  against  any  wall  or  palisade  of  any  houses  messuage, 
or  tenement  fronting  any  or  either  of  the  said  roads,  as 
they  shall  think  proper,  and  also  to  cause  such  number  of 
lamps  of  such  size  and  sorts  to  be  provided  and  aflSxed 
or  put  upon  such  lamp-irons  arid  lamp-posts,  as  they  ahril 
think  necessary  for  lighting  the  said  bridge  atid  etery  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  the  said  road  and  every  or  abjr  part 
thereof.      Section   114  provides  for  the  watching  and 
gdarding  the  said  bridge  and  roads  by  the  said  Company 
of  Proprietors.     Sections  116  and  117,  for  the  infliction 
of  penalties  on  parties  damaging  th^  mtle-stohes,  watch- 
houses,  lamps,  lamp-posts,  &c.,  on  the  said  bridge  and 
roads.    Section  l^iO   provides  that  the  bridge  sbdl  be 
considered  as  half  in  the  parish  of  St.  John,  Westminster, 
and  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  half  in  the  parish  of 
St  Mary  Lambeth,  and  in  the  county  oF  Surrey;  but  that 
it  sfaall  not  be  deemed  or  taken  to  be  a  coqnty  bridge. 
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SO  as  to  subject  the  said  citj  or  liberty  of  Weitminster,  B»th.  of  pum 

or  counties  of  Midcllesex  or  Surrey,  or  any  of  the  pa-    ^    -  ^  — ^ 

rishes  or  places  thereinbefore  mentioned,  or  either  of       Touno 

•I 
them,  to  the  repairing  of  the  same,  or  any  of  the  roads       qboyc^ 

therein  directed  to  be  made  as  aforesaid*  B/ section  1^ 
it  is  enacted,  that  the  tolls  to  be  collected  and  receited 
under  and  by  virtue  of  that  act  shall  be  applied  and  dis- 
posed of,  in  the  first  place,  in  paying  the  expenses  fot 
the  time  being  of  carrying  the  act  into  executioni  and  of 
keeping  the  said  bridge,  roads,  and  access  in  repair,  and 
of  lighting  and  watching  the  same,  and  otherwise  aa 
therein  particularly  mentioned*  Section  125  enacts,  that 
if  the  said  bridge,  or  the  said  road,  lamps,  watch-boxes, 
or  other  works  to  be  maintained  and  repaired  by  virtoe  of 
that  act,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereofi  shall  become  and 
be  out  of  repair,  or  if  the  said  bridge  and  roads,  or  any 
part  or  parts  thereofi  shall  not  continue  to  be  watched  or 
lighted  in  the  manner  thereinbefore  directed,  then  the 
said  Company  or  their  committee,  or  any  five  or  more  of 
them,  shall  cause  the  said  bridge  and  roads,  lamps,  watch-- 
boxes, and  other  works  to  be  repaired,  or  the  said  bridge 
or  roads  to  be  watched  and  lighted  as  thereinbefore  direct-* 
ed,  and  in  case  of  failure,  within  one  week  after  notice  to 
their  clerk  to  that  efiect,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
person  or  persons  to  prefer  or  prosecute  any  bill  or  bills 
of  indictment  against  the  said  company  for  such  failurei 
who,  if  ibund  guilty  thereon,  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of 
SO/,  for  every  such  failure,  and  be  subjected  and  liable  to 
commence  such  repairs  as  aforesaid,  and  to  cause  the 
said  bridge  and  roads  to  be  watched  and  lighted  as  there* 
inbefore  directed,  within  ten  days  after  such  verdict ;  and 
in  C4se  of  failure  in  the  whole  or  any  part  thereof,  the  said 
Company  shall  again  become  liable  to  such  bill  or  bills  of 
indictment,  and  so  toties  quotiea  until  the  said  repairs  of 
the  said  bridge  shall  be  completed,  or  the  pavement 
thereof  repaired  or  relaid,  or  the  same  to  be  watched  aUd 
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tkch,^  Pteati  lighted  88  thereinbefore  directed.  Section  141  provides 
' '  that  the  bridge  should  be  completed  within  ten  years  from 
the  passing  of  that  act. 

The  road  and  footpaths  from  the  bridge  foot  and  Mil- 
bank  to  Etfton-streety  PimlicOi  were  completed  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  and  called  *'  The  Vaux- 
hall  Bridge  Road,  or  Vauxhall  Road  ;'*  and  immediately 
after  (he  formation  thereof,  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
"Westminster  let  various  portions  of  their  land  with  fron- 
tages in  the  said  road,  for  building  on,  and  various  houses 
and  premises  were  shortly  afterwards  erected  thereon,  and 
amongst  others,  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff  before 
mentioned,  in  or  about  the  year  1817. 

The  premises  in  the  plaintiff's  occupation,  of  which  he 
was  a  yearly  tenant,  and  upon  which  the  rate  in  question 
was  made  and  levied  by  the  trustees  of  Tothill  Fields, 
were  and  are  the  property  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of 
Westminster,  and,  in  the  month  of  December  1817, 
were,  with  other  premises,  leased  by  them  to  Alexander 
Copeland  at  an  annual  rent,  who  under-let  the  same  for 
thirty-seven  years  at  an  increased  annual  rent ;  and  such 
premises  consist  of  a  dwelling-house  erected  in  1817,  and 
of  a  stable  erected  in  18SS,  and  of  garden  ground  in  the 
rear  thereof,  walled  in  in  the  year  1833,  and  previously 
void  ground.  The  house  and  stable  abut  upon,  adjoin  to, 
and  communicate  with  Vauxhall  Bridge  Road  on  the  front 
thereof,  and  there  are  cellars  under  the  footpath  of  such 
road;  one  end  of  the  stable,  and  the  wall  of  the  said  gar- 
den, abut  upon,  adjoin  to,  and  communicate  with  Wheeler- 
street,  which  is  repaired  and  cleansed  by  the  trustees  of  the 
Tothill  Fields  Act,  but  who  have  never  pursued  the  means 
provided  by  the  51<th  section  of  the  Metropolis  Paving 
Act,  hereinafter  referred  to,  for  the  repair  of  imperfect 
paving,  or  for  placing  such  street  under  their  particular 
jurisdiction  previous  to  rating  the  same. 

{The  case  then  set  forth  the  following  sections  of  the 
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Metropolitan  Paving  Acl»  (67  Geo.  S,  c  89):— as.  1, 2,  Q^7^  ^ph.  HfPUaH 
24.  and  54.]  .    vJ^L^ 

By  the  public  act  of  Parliament  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  134!,  Youh^ 
(June  1825),  intituled  ''  An  act  for  paving,  cleansing,  light-  Qroyb^ 
ing,  watching,  and  improving  the  streets  and  public  placea 
which  are  or  shall  be  made  upon  certain  grounds  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Margaret  and  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  West* 
minster,  commonly  called  Tothill  Fields,*'  it  b  in  the 
preamble  stated,  that  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  West« 
minster  are  seised  of  and  entitled  to  grounds  in  the  parishes 
of  St.  Margaret  and  St.  John  the  Evangelist,  conunonly 
called  Tothill  Fields ;  and  that  several  streets,  roads,  ways, 
passages,  and  places  had  been  made,  laid  out,  and  formed, 
and  other  streets,  roads,  ways,  passages,  and  places  were 
intended  to  be  formed,  on  certain  parts  of  the  said  grounds^ 
and  it  would  contribute  to  the  benefit  and  security  of  the 
persons  who  should  be  inhabitants  of  the  said  streets  and 
places,  and  of  persons  who  shall  have  occasion  to  pa99 
along  the  same,  if  proper  provisions  were  made  for  pav- 
ing, draining,  and  keeping  in  repair  the  said  streets  and. 
places,  and  for  cleansing,  watering,  lighting,  and  watch*, 
ing  the  same,  and  for  preventing  nuisances,  annoyances^ 
and  encroachments  therein ;  but  as  the  same  could  not  be 
effected  without  the  aid  and  authority  of  Parliament,  it  is 
enacted,  that  certain  persons  therein  named  shall  be  and 
they  are  thereby  appointed  trustees  for  carrying  that  act 
into  execution,  and  shall  be  called  Trustees  of  Tothill 
Fields.  By  section  2  it  is  enacted,  that  the  jurisdiction, 
power,  and  authority  of  the  trustees  for  carrying  that  act 
into  execution,  and  all  the  regulations,  enactments,  and  pro- 
visions therein  contained,  shall  extend  over  and  apply  ttr 
all  lands,  grounds,  houses,  and  buildings,  and  to  all  streets^ 
roads,  ways,  passages,  courts,  and  placea  whatsoever, 
already  made,  laid  out,  and  formed,  or  hereafter  to  bo 
made,  laid  out,  and  formed,  comprised  within  certain  Kmita* 
thereio  particularly  described ;  and  the  line  whereof  t^ice 
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Baek.  <i  PUati  ei08$es  the  VauxlmH  Brid^«  Road^  and  the  piwoiaes  ill 
■^  ^'  ^  question  are  within  such  limits.  By  section  SS,  certafai 
YouNo  local  acta  affecting  Westminster  therein  partieularly  men- 
GxoVx.  tioned,  so  far  as  the  same  in  any  wiee  relate  to  or  concern 
the  paving,  repairing,  deansing,  lighting,  or  watching  the 
sereral  streets  and  places  within  the  limits  or  operation  of 
that  act  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  or 
the  remaving  or  preventing  nuisances,  annoyances,  and 
obstructions  therein^  and  also  every  other  ftct  of  ParUa- 
meat  and  enactment  then  in  force  which  in  anywise  relate 
to  or  concern  the  pa^ving,  repairing,  cleansing,  ligbting»  or 
watching  the  several  streets  and:  plaees  within  the  limits 
or  operation  of  that  act,  so  far  aa  the  same  in  anywise 
relate  to  or  concern  the  said  several  streets  and  places, 
or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  other  than  and  except 
the  before-mentioned  act  of  the  57  Geo»  3,  c.  S9,  are  re- 
pealed. By  section  2S,  the  trustees  are  authorisied  and  em- 
powered from,  time  to  time  to  form  or  cause  to  be  formed  the 
footways  and  carriage-ways  within  the  limits  of  the  act, 
upon  such  levels  and  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  tliink 
proper ;  and  also  to  cause,  as  well  the  footways  next  the 
turnpike-road  and  other  streets  and  roads  not  within  the 
limits  of  the  act,  on  the  side  of  which  the  houses  and 
buildings  within  the  limits  of  the  act  are  or  shall  be  erect- 
ed, as  the  footways  of  all  other  streets,  roads,  and  other 
public  places  made  and  set  out,  or  to  be  made  and  set  out 
within  the  limits  of  the  act,  to  be  properly  pared  or  made 
sound  with  gravel  or  other  materials ;  and  to  cause  the  car- 
riage-ways within  the  limits  of  the  act  to  be  paved»  or  the 
channels  thereof  paved>  and  die  whole  or  the  remModer 
thereof  to  be  made  sound  with  gravel  or  other  materiaJs'; 
and  to  cause  as  well  the  footways  and  carriage-ways  within 
the  limits  aforesaid  already  formed  and  paved  and  made 
good^  aa  the  footways  and  carriage-ways  to  be  formed  or 
paved  or  made  sound  as  aforesaid,  to  be  from  time  to  time 
amended  and  kept  in  good  repair ;  and  to  mahssewen  and 
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draina;  aski  aUo  to  cause  the  iaid  roads^  atreet#y  ivod  puln  fM^  pf  ^^(■•ik 

Uc  places  to  be  cleansed*  vatered,  tighted»  and  vatebad  id 

such  manner  as  they  shall  think  proper.    By  section  S4i 

it  is  enacted,  that  all  and  erery  the  enactmentSsproviaipmi, 

powers^  ajcid  authorities  contained  in  the  said  act  of  57 

Geo.  8j  c.  S^  which  relate  to  or  ccmcera  the  i^ppointmeiit 

of  sjvrveyprs  of  the  payement  m  the  several  parochial  and 

other  districts  wiAhin  the  jurisdiction  of  that  act,  and  jor 

the  speedy  and  effectual  reparation  of  imperfect  pave^ 

ip^nts  in  the  streets  and  public  plaqes  within  the  jurisdicn 

tion  of  that  act,  shall  ei^tend  and  apply  to  all  fpotwaya 

9nd  carriage-ways  whatsoever  within  th^  limits  of  tb^ 

present  act,  whether  paved  in  the  ordinary  maanerj  or 

formed  of  broken  granite*  flip t- stone,  or  any  other  maten 

ri^l  whatever,  which  shall  be  or  ought  to  be  paved«i 

repajredj  aipended,  oft  kept  in  repair  by  ths^  as|d  trusti?es;[ 

a^nd  tbajt  all  other  the  e^actmepts,  provisions^  powers. 

and  authorities  in  such  apt  contained  shall  also  extend) 

and  apply  to  all  the  atreets  and  places  within  the  li-^ 

mits  of  this  act,  so  and  in  such  manner  tjhat  the  said 

trustees  may  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  act  uadei; 

and  upon  all  and  every  the  enactmenta,  ptovisionsy  powers, 

and  authorities  in  this  act,  in  the  same  manner  as  the 

commissioners,  trustees,  or  other  persons,  vested  with  thei 

control  or  superintendence  q£  the  pavemenl;  oi^  th^streeta 

and  public  places  within  the  juri^dictipn  of  such  ^ct  mayi 

act  under  and  upon  the  same,  but;  subject  aiid  without 

prejudice  to  the  restrictions  and  limitations  in  this  act  con- 

tipned,  as  to  the  a^ipunt  of  rates  to  be.  assessed  and  Vfo^ 

IN)sed  within  the  limits  and  under  the  authority  of  this 

act.    By  section  72  it  is  enacted,  that  in  order  to  raise 

money  fpv  carrying  the  several  purposes  of  the  act  ipto 

execution,  ope  or  more  mte  or  rates  for  the  pu^pope  of 

forming  and  paving,  making  draina  and  sewera  in,,  repair* 

bg  and  kf^pping  in  repair,  watering,  lighting,  cleansing,^ 

and  watching  the  several  roftds,  streets,  and  places,  withia 
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Exek.  rf  PUatt  the  limits  of  the  act,  and  also  for  securing  and  raising  and 
-  paying  any  monies  which  shall  or  may  be  borrowed,  and 
Young  any  annuities  which  shall  or  may  be  granted  under  the 
Orov£.  authority  of  the  act,  and  the  interest  of  such  monies,  and 
also  for  answering  and  satisfying  the  other  purposes  of  the 
act,  shall  be  made,  levied,  and  assessed  by  the  said  trus- 
tees, at  yearly,  half-yearly,  or  quarterly  periods,  or  oftener 
if  they  shall  think  necessary,  upon  all  and  every  persons  or 
person  who  shall  inhabit,  hold,  use,  occupy,  possess,  enjoy, 
or  be  entitled  to,  any  chapel,  meeting-house,  market^  or 
other  public  building,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  coach-house, 
stable,  cellar,  vault,  bailding,  workshop,  manufactory,  gar- 
den ground,  land,  tenement,  or  hereditament  whatsoever, 
or  any  part  or  portion  of  any  house;  building,  land,  tene- 
ment, or  hereditament,  being  a  separate  tenement,  situate, 
lying,  and  beilig  in  any  of  the  roads,  streets,  or  places, 
within  the  limits  of  the  act,  according  to  the  yearly  value 
thereof  respectively.  Section  78  provides,  that  if  any  house 
or  premises  shall  appear  to  be  partly  within  tlie  limits  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  trustees  under  this  act,  and  partly 
in  any  street  or  place  not  within  such  limits,  such  house  or 
premises  shall  be  assessed  for  a  proportionable  part  only 
of  the  rent  thereof.  By  section  86,  after  stating  that  it 
has  happened,  and  may  happen,  that  houses  and  other 
buildings  within  the  limits  of  the  act  have  been  or  may  be 
begun  to  be  built,  but  not  finished  nor  let,  and  it  is  rea- 
sonable that  such  houses  and  buildings  should  be  rated 
and  assessed  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  it  is  enacted, 
that  until  such  houses  and  other  buildings  which  now 
are  or  may  hereafter  be  built  or  in  building  shall  be  finished 
and  tenanted,  (if  the  street  or  other  place  wherein  such 
house  or  other  building  is  or  shall  be  situated  shall  be 
paved,  repaired,  cleansed,  an^  lighted  by  virtue  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  act),  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  trustees 
to  rate  and  assess  all  such  houses  and  other  buildings  in 
manner  therein  mentioned.    By  section  87  it  is  enacted, 
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that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  to  rate  and  assess  all  £xi?a.  of  Fkat, 
and  every  burying-placOi  dead  walls,  and  void  spaces  of  v  \^  '  ^ 
ground  within  tiie  limits  of  the  act,  and  which  are  not  Youna 
charged  to  such  rate  or  assessment  in  respect  uf  any  mes-  Ghuvb. 
suage  or  other  building  whereunto  they  may  be  appurte- 
nant, at  any  rate  not  exceeding  in  any  one  year  1««  for 
every  square  yard  of  the  foot  and  carriage-way  and  other 
pavements  contained  in  one  half  of  the  entire  width  of  so 
much  of  every  and  any  such  street  or  public  place  as 
shall  or  may  lay  before,  or  at  the  sides  or  rear  of,  or  abut 
upon,  or  adjoin  to  such  burying-places,  dead  walls, and  void 
spaces  of  ground,  or  any  part  or  portion  thereof.  By 
section  88  it  is  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
trustees  to  include  in  any  rate  or  assessment,  and  thereby 
to  rate  or  assess  all  houses,  buildings,  and  ground  abut- 
ting upouj  adjoining  to^  and  communicating  with  any  streeti 
road,  way,  passage,  court,  or  place  which  shall  be  paved, 
repaired)  cleansed,  lighted,  or  watched  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act,  although  such  houses,  buildings,  or 
grounds  may  not  be  comprised  within  the  limits  in  the  aot 
mentioned,  except  certain  hospitals,  houses,  &c,  therein 
mentioneck  Section  ISO  provides,  that  nothing  in  the  act 
contained  shall  be  deemed  to  affect  or  interfere  with  any 
of  the  powers,  rights,  or  duties  of  the  trustees  of  any 
turnpike  roads  within  the  limits  of  the  act :  and  section 
li22  provides,  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  operate 
or  extend  to  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trustees 
for  executing  that  act  all  or  any  part  of  the  highway  or 
road  called  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Road,  but  the  same  and 
every  part  thereof  shall  remain,  continue,  and  be  subject 
to  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  48  Geo,  S. 

The  Vauxhall  Bridge  Road,  to  the  extent  of  about  one* 
third  of  its  whole  length,  is  within  the  boundary  line  of 
the  Tothill  Fields  district,  and  the  other  parts  of  the  road 
are  respectively  within  the  parishes  of  St.  John  the  Evan- 
gelist, St  Margaret,  and  St.  6eorg;e,  Hanover-square,  and 

VOL.  II.  AAA  M.  w. 
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Exek.  qf  PUoM^  in  the  latter  parish  a  portion  of  the  said  road  is  within  the 
i^  ^  '  ^  limits  of  the  Grosvenor  Act  of  Parliament,  7  Geo.  4,  c  5S, 
Young  No  rate  or  assessment  has  ever  been  made  by  the  oom- 

Grovk,  misaioners  or  other  persons  having  the  control  of  die  pave- 
ments in  the  pariah  of  St  John  the  Evangelist,  and  St. 
Margaret,  and  St.  George,  Hanoveiwsquare,  upon  any  of 
the  messuages,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  in  the  Yaux- 
hall  Bridge  Road  within  their  respective  parishes,  except 
that  the  trustees  of  the  Grosvenor  Act  rate  the  several 
inhabitants  of  such  portion  of  the  said  road  aa  is  within 
the  limits  of  their  said  act. 

The  Yauxhall  Bridge  Road,  throughout  its  whole 
length,  is  repaired,  cleansed,  and  drained  by  the  Yanxhall 
Bridge  Company  of  Proprietors,  and  is  also  lighted  by 
them,  except  such  part  thereof  as  is  within  the  boundary 
line  aforesaid,  and  along  such  part  certain  lamps  have 
been  put  up  by  the  Tothill  Fields  trustees.  But  the 
Yauxhall  Bridge  Company  have  always  repaired  and 
cleansed,  and  do  repair  and  cleanse,  the  footpaths  along 
the  whole  of  the  said  road. 

The  trustees  of  Tothill  Fields  insist  that  the  pUintiff  is 
liable  to  the  rates  which,  by  the  before-mentioned  act,  6 
Geo.  4,  c  134,  they  are  authorised  to  make  on  all  premises 
within  the  limits  of  their  jurisdiction ;  and  the  plaintiff 
having  refused  payment  of  such  rates,  which  are  assessed 
on  the  full  value  of  the  whole  of  the  siud  house,  stable,  and 
garden*  and  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  rate,  the  trustees, 
by  their  broker,  the  defendant,  dbtrained  for  the  sane : 
vbile  the  plaintiff  insists  that  his  premises  are  in  the  Yaux* 
h^l  Bridge  Road,  for  the  repairing,  lighting,  cleansing, 
apd  disaioing  of  which  special  provision  is  made  by  the  first 
stated  a^  ^nd  that  he  is  not  liable  to  be  so  assessed  to 
the  TothiU  Fields  rates,  and  has  therefore  commenced  this 
aQtion  Qp  .account  of  the  distress  levied  on  hmi.  If  be 
is  not  so  liable,  then  a  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  6/.  10«,  6(/.,  but  if  he  is  liable,  then  a  verdict 
is  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 
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Either  party  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to  any  of  the  ^eh,  of  PUm, 
provisions  of  the  statutes  hereinbefore  mentioned.  ^ 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether        Youno 
the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  whole  or  any       okoVi. 
part,  and  what  part,  of  the  premises  so  occupied  by  him, 
by  the  trustees  of  the  Totbill  Fields  Act. 

Plait,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  general  rule  as  to  the  re- 
paration of  roads  in  front  of  buildings  is,  that  each  occu- 
pier shall  repair  that  portion  which  is  directly  in  front  of 
his  own  premises.  But  here,  by  the  Vauxhall  Bridge 
Act,  this  burthen  is  taken  off  the  occupiers  in  the  Vaux* 
hall  Road ;  but  they  are  liable,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  contri- 
bute to  the  general  fund  provided  by  the  act  by  means  of 
the  tolls.  This  general  liability  of  the  occupiers  to  the 
reparation  of  the  street  in  front  of  their  dwellings  is  cpn* 
firmed  by  the  54th  section  of  the  57  Geo.  8,  c.  2^9  which 
empowers  the  commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  to 
survey  streets  which  have  not  been  before  paved  or  re- 
paired under  any  local  act,  or  which  appear  not  to  be  in 
sufficient  repair,  to  give  notice  to  the  owners  or  occupiers 
of  the  houses,  &c.  adjoining  them  to  pave  or  repair  the 
pavements  abutting  on  their  houses,  &c.,  and  on  their 
neglect  to  do  so,  to  pave  or  repair  the  same  at  the  expense 
of  the  ownejrs  or  occupiers  who  have  made  default,  [Lord 
Abinger,  Q.  B. — Is  not  the  only  question  whether  the  par- 
ticular property  occupied  by  the  phdntiff  is  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  trustees  under  the  Tothill  Fields  Act?] 
It  is  hard  that  the  occupiers  of  houses  in  the  Vauxhall 
Road,  who  must  have  repaired  the  frontage  there  unless 
the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  were  bound  to  do  so  under 
the  local  act,  should  be  taxed  to  repair  the  streets  in  front  of 
other  houses  in  other  parts  of  the  Tothill  Fields  district.  If 
a  party  is  assessed  to  tlie  paving  rate  of  a  particular  district, 
he  ought  not  to  be  liable  to  pay  to  any  other  paving  board. 

A  A  A  ^ 
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E.tch,  of  Pleat,  [Alderson,  fi. — How  are  the  inhabitants  assessed  to  the 
1837 

^     paving  of  the  Vauxhall  Road  ? — the  act  says  that  the  road 

YouNQ        shall  be  thereafter  kept  in  repair  by  the  Vauxhall  Bridge 
Gjrovb.        Company.   If  the  company  were  to  become  insolventt  who 
is  to  repair  ?  I  apprehend,  nobody.]     The  company  under- 
takes the  charge  of  paving  that  particular  road :  for  that 
purpose  the  Legislature  empowers  them  to  lay  a  charge,  by 
toll-bars,  on  the  inhabitants.  [Lord  Abtnger^  C.  B. — Only 
in  common  with  the  public.     The  inhabitants  have  an  ad- 
vantage, inasmuch  as  long  as  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Com- 
pany repairs  they  will  never  be  called  upon.     How  does 
this  exempt  them  from  their  general  liability  to  the  paving 
rates  on  the  Dean  and  Chapter's  land  ?]    The  86th  section 
of  the  Tothill  Fields  Act  empowers  the  trustees  to  assess 
unfinished  houses,  in  streets  paved,  &c.  by  virtue  of  that 
act.     But  the  Vauxhall  Road  being  paved  under  a  differ- 
ent act,  if  the  house  next  door  to  the  plaintiflTs  were  all 
but  finished,   the   trustees  could  not  rate  it,  although 
equally  within  the  limits  of  their  trust.     [Atderson^  B. — 
Surely  all  turns  on  the  second  section,  whether  the  limits 
there  stated  include  the  plaintiff^s  premises.     Suppose  I 
have  a  house  adjoining  a  road  that  is  repaired  ratione 
tenurse, — does  anybody  suppose  that  would  exempt  me 
ftom  the  general  liability  to  the  paving  rates  of  the  dis- 
trict?   Yet  this  is  just  the  same  case.]    It  clearly  appears 
from  the  preamble  that  the  object  of  the  act  was  to  pro- 
vide for  the  streets  and  places  which  were  afterwards  to  be 
placed  under  the  jurisdiction  oF  the  trustees  themselves, 
and  to  be  cleansed,  watched,  and  lighted  by  them.   [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — But  for  the  ISSnd  clause,  the  1st  section 
would  clearly  have  embraced  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Road 
to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  then  to  what  does  that  clause 
apply?    Plainly  to  the  mere  **  highway  or  road,**  and  no- 
thing more.] 

JerviSf  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 
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Lord  Abinger,C.B.— I  think  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  £'<^«  rf  ^^^* 
case.     This  local  act  was  introduced  by  the  Dean  and     s*...^.-!^ 
Chapter,  the  owners  of  the  property,  to  raise  a  tax  for  the        Youno 
purpose  of  improving  their  own  property,  without  interfer-         Geote. 
ing  with  any  other.     Then  the  inhabitants  of  the  Vaux- 
hall  Road  take  advantage  of  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Act  to 
save  themselves  from  rate  as  to  that  road ;  but  how  does 
that  raise  any  inference  that  they  are  to  be  relieved  from 
liability  under  the  other  act  ?    It  might  equally  be  said  that 
the  General  Metropolitan  Paving  Act,  which  requires  the 
occupiers  to  pave  the  streets  in  front  of  their  premises,  if 
the  commissioners  so  think  fit,  exempts  them  from  contri- 
bution to  the  general  paving  rate.     I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore,  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendant. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Alderson,  B. — For  all  other  purposes  than  those  pro- 
vided for  in  s.  IS2,  the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Road  remains 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  trustees,  and  the  inhabitants 
are  just  as  liable  as  a  party  who  lives  by  the  side  of  a  road 
repairable  ratione  tenurae. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


The  Attorney-General  v.  Kenifbck. 

JL  HIS  was  an  information  against  the  defendant,  founded  in  the  beginning 
on  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,  s.  45,  for  assisting,  and  being  other-  then^^idin 
wise  concerned,  in  the  unshipping  of  foreign  tobacco,  the  i>>  EngUnd, 

^^   ^  ^  •  entered  into 

arrangements 
with  B.  for  procuring  a  Tetael  for  the  purpose  of  nnuggliog  tofaaceo  into  Ireknd.  The  vesael  waa 
accordingly  hired  by  them,  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage  in  June,  1S82;  and  having  taken  on  board 
a  cargo  of  tobacco  in  the  Flushing  Roadf,  arrived  and  was  unahtpped  at  Cork  on  the  28th  of  July, 
1833,  without  payment  of  the  dudes.  An  information  was  filed  against  A.  on  the  19th  July,  1836, 
founded  on  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  108,  s.  45,  for  assisting  and  being  otherwise  concerned  in  the  unship- 
ping of  the  tobacco,  the  duties  not  having  been  paid.  A.  was  hot  proved  to  have  taken  any  part  in 
the  transaction  further  than  above  stated : — Htld^  that  he  was  not  triabla  on  this  information  in 
England, 
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Attorney- 

GlMBRAL 

V. 

Kenifkck. 


£xdh.  of  Pieat,  said  tobacco  then  and  there  being  goods  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  duties  of  customs,  the  said  duties  of  customs  for 
the  same  not  having  been  first  paid  or  secured.  The 
venue  was  laid  in  the  county  of  Middlesex.  Plea — ^Not 
guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  in  the 
early  part  of  the  year  183S,  the  defendant,  then  residing 
in  England,  made,  in  conjunction  with  one  Moylan,  certain 
arrangements  for  employing  a  vessel  called  the  Lavinia 
for  the  purpose  of  smuggling  tobacco  into  Ireland.  The 
vessel  so  employed  left  England  on  her  voyage  in  the 
month  of  June,  1832,  and  having  taken  in  a  cargo  of  con- 
traband tobacco  in  the  Flushing  Roads,  arrived  \tith  it 
and  ran  it  into  the  Cove  of  Cork  on  the  28th  of  July,  18S3. 
The  defendant,  from  the  middle  of  the  year  1832,  and  up 
to  the  time  that  the  goods  were  run,  resided  in  Ireland ; 
but  he  was  not  proved  to  have  been  concerned  in  the 
transaction,  beyond  the  part  he  took  in  making  the  arrange- 
ments for  employing  the  vessel  as  above  mentioned.  This 
information  was  filed  on  the  19th  July,  1836.  Two  ob- 
jections were  taken  for  the  defendant :  first,  that  the  venue 
ought  to  have  been  laid  and  the  information  tried  in  Ire- 
land ;  secondly,  that  even  if  the  defendant  was  triable 
in  England,  the  only  act  proved  to  have  been  done  by 
him  in  furtherance  of  the  illegal  adventure  being  more 
than  three  years  before  the  filing  of  the  information,  he 
was  protected  by  the  limitation  of  time  prescribed  by 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,  s.  77.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  re- 
served these  points ;  and  the  jury  having  found  a  verdict 
for  the  Crown,  J^rvis,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside, 
^md  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defendant. 


The  SoUcitor-General,  Tancred,  and  Kaye  now  shewed 
cause.— The  hiring  of  the  vessel  by  the  defendant  to  go 
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on  this  smuggling  expedition,  with  a  view  to  the  unship- 
ping of  the  cargo  in  Ireland,  made  the  defendant  *\  con- 
cerned in  the  unshipping''  the  moment  it  took  place*  The 
actual  presence  of  the  party  during  the  unshipping  is  not 
requisite  to  make  him  **  otherwise  concerned''  in  the  tran8«> 
action,  within  the  meaning  of  those  words  in  the  statute : 
Aiiomey-General  v.   Tomseti  (a),    Altomey^General  t» 
Woodmass  (b),  Attorney^General  v.  Lake  (c)«  And  though 
the  cargo  was  dbcharged  in  Ireland,  yet  the  hiring  of  the 
vessel  in  England  is  a  part  of  the  offence,  which  renders  him 
triable  here.   This  is  either  a  matter  of  a  transitory  nature, 
over  which  the  Courts  here  have  cognisance— ^//orn^y- 
General  v.  Hines  (d) — or  it  is  a  statutory  misdemeanor^ 
for  which,  when  the  offence  is  complete,  the  offender  is 
triable  wherever  he  took  a  part  in  it :  Bulwer's  case  {e\ 
Rex  V.  Burden  (/). .  In  the  latter  case,  it  was  held  that 
though  the  offence  of  libel  consists  in  the  publication,  yet 
the  offender  might  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the  writing 
took  place,  although  it  were  published  in  another  county, 
Uolroyd,  J.,  there  BayB(g):  '*  Writing  a  libel,  with  the 
intent  and  for  the  purpose  of  its  being  published,  (under 
circumstances  not  sufficient  to  justify  or  excuse  the  writer 
for  so  doing),  followed  by  a  publication  by  the  act  or  under 
the  authority  of  the  writer,  is,  in  my  opinion,  by  the  law 
of  England,  a  misdemeanor,  and  triable  in  the  county 
where  such  writing  took  place,  though  the  publication  be 
in  some  other  county.'*    The  rule  is  the  same  with  regard 
to  the  offences  of  treason^  conspiracy,  &c.     But,  further, 
it  is  enacted  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,  s.  78,  ^'  that  any  in«- 
dictment  or  information  which  shall  be  found  or  prosecuted 
for  any  offence  against  this  or  any  other  act  relating  to 


Exeh.  ofPleat, 
1837. 

ATTORKEt- 
GlNERAL 

V. 

Kbnifeox. 


(a)  2  G.  M.  &  R.  170. 
(6)  Bunbury,  247. 
(c)  Ibid.  277. 
{d)  Parker's  Rep.  182. 


(e)  7  Coke,  1. 

(/)  4  B.  &  Aid.  95. 

(g)  P.  135. 
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Exch.  0/  Pitat,  the  revenue  of  customs,  shall  and  may  be  inquired  of,  ex- 
amined,  tried ,  and  determined  in  any  county  of  Engknd  *' (a). 
Then  if,  for  his  share  of  the  offence,  the  defendant  is 
properly  tried  here,  the  limitation  of  three  years,  pre- 
cribed  by  6  Geo.  4,  c.  108,  s.  77,  raises  no  objection  to  this 
information,  because  the  time  must  be  calculated  from  the 
period  when  the  offence  was  complete  by  the  unshipping, 
which  took  place  within  the  three  years. 


Attorney- 
General 

Kbviffck. 


JerviSf  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — This  is  an  information  for  being 
concerned  in  unshipping  tobacco :  that  unshipping  took 
place  in  Ireland,  and  no  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that 
the  defendant  unshipped,  or  was  actually  concerned  in  the 
unshipping.  It  is  clear  that  the  part  taken  by  him  was 
not  in  itself  a  participation  in  the  act  of  unshipping ;  for 
the  goods  which  he  intended  should  be  taken  on  board 
might  never  have  been  unshipped,  or  he  might  haye  j^ven 
notice  of  abandoning  the  adventure,  in  which  case  it 
could  never  have  been  said  that  he  was  concerned  in  the 
unshipping.  The  acts  done  by  him  were  not  the  offence 
Itself,  but  only  evidence  of  it.  With  regard  to  the  case 
of  Sir  Francis  Burdett,  the  principle  was,  that  the  pubU^ 
cation  is  the  only  offence  known  to  the  law,  but  that  the 
writing  and  delivering  the  libel  in  Leicestersbire,  with  a 
view  to  a  complete  publication  in  London,  was  a  publication 
in  Leicestershire.  Here,  the  unshipping  is  the  offence, 
not  the  hiring  of  the  vessel ;  and  the  act  does  not  give  us  a 
jurisdiction  over  offences  committed  elsewhere,  except  so 
far  as  to  make  the  county  immaterial.  It  takes  for  granted 
that  each  part  of  the  kingdom  has  its  own  jurisdiction. 


(a)  By  the  3  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  50, 
a.  122,  the  jurisdiction  to  try  in 
any  county  of  England  is  expressly 


limited  to  cases  where  the  offence 
is  commiUed  in  England. 
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BoLLAND^  B.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 
Parker's  Reports  (a)  arose  on  a  question,  whether  the  right 
of  the  King  to  try  an  information  in  one  county,  the  offence 
arising  in  another,  had  been  taken  away ;  and  it  was  de- 
cided that  it  had  not,  because  that  general  right  could  not 
be  taken  away  without  express  negative  words.  The 
question  here  is,  whether  or  not  the  defendant  was  con- 
cerned in  the  unshipping,  so  as  to  make  him  triable  in 
England.  The  words  are,  *^  shall  assist  or  be  otherwise 
concerned  in  unshipping/'  &c.  I  do  not  think  that  either 
term  is  satisfied  in  this  case.  He  was  not  present,  so  as 
manually  to  assist,  nor  even  living  in  Ireland  at  the  timci 
so  as  to  provide  a  place  for  the  reception  of  the  goods. 
The  part  he  took  in  England  was  no  part  of  the  offence 
described  in  the  act  of  Parliament 


The  case  in  Exek.  of  Pleats 
1837. 


Attorn IT- 
Oenbrai. 

Kbnifbcc 


Alderson,  B. — The  question  is,  what  is  the  oflfence  ? 
If  any  part  of  the  ofience  arose  here,  then  the  offender 
would  be  triable  here.  In  Rex  v.  Burdeii,  though  the 
Court  differ  on  some  points,  yet  they  all  go  on  the  suppo* 
sition  that  the  writing  is  a  part  of  the  offence.  Here,  the 
offence  is  the  unshipping,  and  the  whole  of  that  was  in 
Ireland.  A  part  suggested  to  have  taken  place  in  England 
is  the  hiring  of  a  ship  to  go  on  a  foreign  adventure.  Now, 
though  that  may  be  strong  evidence  to  shew  that  the  de* 
fendant  was  concerned  in  the  offence  subsequently  com- 
mitted, yet  per  se  it  is  no  part  of  the  offence. 


GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 


Rule  absolute* 


(a)  AUorney-General  v.  Hina, 


ISO 
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Ereh.  of  Pieiu, 

1837. 


If  an  executor 
declares  on  a 
bill  or  note 
payable  to  his 
testator,  laying 
a  promise  to 
pay  him  (the 
executor),  such 
promise  may 
be  denied  by 
a  plea  of  non 
assumpsit,  not- 
withstanding 
the  new  rules. 


TiMMis  and  Another,  Executrix  and  Executor  of  Richard 
TiMMis,  deceased,  v.  Platt. 

JLHE  declaration  staUd,  that  the  defendant,  on  the  1 1th 
of  March,  1815,  in  the  lifetinie  of  Richard  Timmis,  made 
his  promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby  promised  to 
pay  him,  the  said  Richard  Timmis>  the  sum  of  lOOiL;  and 
the  said  sum  being  due  and  unpaid,  the  defendant  after- 
wards, and  after  the  death  of  the  sud  Richard  Timmis,  to 
wit,  on  the  14th  of  April,  1831,  promised  the  plaintiffs,  as 
executrix  and  executor  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  them  the 
amount  of  the  said  note,  when  lawfully  requested  so  to  do, 
&c.   Plea,  as  to  the  said  supposed  promise  alleged  to  have 
been  made  to  the  plaintifl^,  as  executrix  and  executor  as 
aforesaid,  non-assumpsit.    Demurrer  and  joinder. 

JR.  V.  Richards,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — Since  the 
new  rules  of  H.  T.  4  WiU.  4,  (Assumpsit,  2),  the  plea  of 
non-assumpsit  is  inadmissible  in  all  actions  on  bills  of  ex«> 
change  or  promissory  notes,  [(\irie,  B. — ^What  the  de- 
fendant means  to  deny  here  is  the  promise  to  pay  the  exe- 
cutors. The  effect  of  the  plea  is  to  admit  that  the  note 
was  signed  by  him,  but  to  deny  that  he  made  any  promise 
to  the  executors.  How  otherwise  is  he  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion on  the  Statute  of  Limitations  T\  The  promise  to  the 
executors  is  merely  a  promise  raised  by  inference  of  law : 
but  the  action  is  upon  the  note,  and  therefore  non-assump- 
sit is  inadmissible.  [Parke,  B.-^It  is  not  an  action  on  the 
note,  in  the  sense  of  that  rule.]  The  mere  production 
and  proof  of  the  note  would  prove  the  promise.  [Parte, 
B. — No,  not  the  promise  to  the  executors.]  Suppose  the 
probate  put  in,  (which  the  plea  admits),  the  law  implies  a 
promise  to  pay  the  executors.  An  express  promise  to  an 
executor  is  never  proved.  [Parke,  B.— If  the  promise  be 
laid  as  made  to  the  testator,  then  it  is  transferred  to  the 
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executor :  but  thit  action  is  brought  on  an  express  pro-  Exeh.  of  Pleas, 
mise  to  the  executors.]  Before  the  new  rules^  on  this 
plea,  the  plaintiff  must  have  proved  the  note  itself;  and 
even  now  there  can  be  no  such  promise  to  pay  the  execu- 
torSf  unless  the  note  exists,  and  is  a  bona  fide  and  binding 
security.  The  cause  of  action  is  still  on  the  note.  Every 
possible  inconvenience  which  the  rule  was  intended  to 
prevent  would  exist  in  this  case,  as  much  as  in  an  action 
by  the  payee  on  the  note  itself.  Suppose  there  bad  been 
an  express  promise  to  pay  to  the  holder  after  the  Statute 
q£  Limitations  began  to  run — could  the  defendant  plead 
non-assumpsit?  The  plaintiff  cannot  tell,  until  the  sta- 
tute is  pleaded,  whether  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  the 
express  promise.  [Parke,  B. — There  nothing  would  ap- 
pear on  the  face  of  the  record  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  prove  anything  more  than  the  promise  con- 
tained in  the  note  itself:  here,  there  is.  Non-assumpsit 
would  undoubtedly  be  a  bad  plea  in  that  case.]  Then, 
suppose  the  plaintiff  stated  in  his  declaration  that  the  sta- 
tute had  begun  to  run,  and  alleged  a  subsequent  express 
promise.  [Parke,  B. — I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  in 
that  case  non-assumpsit  would  not  be  a  good  plea.  Sup« 
pose  a  promissory  note  were  set  out  as  an  inducement  to 
an  action  on  a  guarantee — ^might  not  the  defendant  plead 
non-assumpsit?] 

Parks,  B. — It  is  impossible  to  say  that  any  promise  is 
implied  by  law  to  pay  the  executors ;  the  righi  of  action 
is  transferred  to  them,  but  no  promise  is  implied  by  law  to 
pay  them:  otherwise  the  Statute  of  Limitations  would 
run  from  the  death  of  the  payee,  not  from  the  time  of  the 
note  becoming  due.  There  must  be  an  express  promise 
to  the  executors,  to  support  the  action :  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  the  existence  of  the  note,  with  the  express  promise 
to  the  executors  to  pay  the  amount  of  it  But  the  new 
rule  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  action  is  onltf  on  the 
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^'*^*if^-^'*^'  note,  and  on  the  promise  to  pay  contained  in  or  implied 
by  law  from  it :  it  is  to  be  read  as  if  it  were  worded  thus — 
''  in  all  actions  on  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes 
simpliciler,  without  any  other  matter.*' 

BoLLAND,  B.|  concurred. 

Alderson,  B. — The  real  substance  of  this  plea  is,  not 
to  traverse  the  promise  implied  by  law  from  the  making  of 
the  note,  but  to  deny  "  a  matter  of  fact  from  which  the 
contract  alleged  may  be  implied  by  law."  The  matter  of 
fact  denied  is  the  express  promise  to  the  executors,  which 
it  was  necessary  to  aver,  and  which  is  not  a  promise  con- 
tained in  the  note  itself,  or  anything  implied  out  of  it. 

Richards  then  prayed  leave  to  amend,  which  the  Court 
granted,  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Wighiman  appeared  to  argue  for  the  defendant. 


Hay  and  Another  v^  Fjsuer« 


X  HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  on  a  bill  of  ex* 
change  for  SS/.  Ids.,  dated  15th  January,  18S9,  drawn  by 
the  plaintiffs,  in  Scotland,  upon  and  accepted  by  the  ddkn- 
dant,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs,  three  mooths 


The  flnt  eoant 
of  a  declaration 
in  anumprit 
was  on  a  bill 
of exchange 
drawn  by  the 
plaintiffi  upon 

and  accepted  by  fhe  defendant  in  Scotland.  The  second  count,  after  itatit^  thtf  drawfug  and 
acceptance  of  the  bill  (which  was  more  than  sU  years  before  the  commencement  of  th^  action),  aet 
forth  at  length  the  making  and  registering  of  a  protest  of  non-payment  in  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  and  the  imdng  and  neontion  of  leitert  of  homing  and  poiodin^  on  the  dcfrodan^ 
charging  him  to  make  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest  to  the  plaintifik,  according  to 
the  law  of  Scotland,  and  faM  debult  thereto;  and  alleged  that)  by  Thtue  of  the  sevend  pnodies, 
the  defendant  became  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  amount  of  the  bill,  with  intfrest;  and  being 
so  liable,  promised  to  pay  the  same: — Held,  that  this  latter  count  did  not  disdose  a  soflBcient  cause 
of  action  as  upon  a  Judgment  in  ScoUaadr 

The  particulars  stated  the  action  to  be  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  mentioned  in 
the  first  count,  with  InttreM,  and  that  the  plahitiO  would  rgly  on  tlit  irhole  or  any  p«t  of  tte 
declaration  for  the  recovery  thereof: — Held,  sufficient  to  entiUe  the  plaintiA  to  proceed  on  the 
second  count. 
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after  date,  at  a  certain  place  in  Scotland,  to  wit,  at  the  Bxeh.  of  puom, 

1837. 
cellars  of  the  plaintiffs,  103,  Hutcheson  Street,  Glasgow. 

The  count  alleged  that  the  bill  was  duly,  according  to  the 
law  of  Scotland,  presented  and  protested  for  nonpayment, 
to  wit,  on  the  7th  September,  18^. 

The  second  count  stated,  that  the  plaintiffs^  on  tlie  15th 
January,  1829,  in  Scotland,  made  their  bill  of  exchange 
in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  the  defendant^  and 
thereby  required  him  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiffs, 
at  a  certain  place  in  Scotland,  to  wit,  at  the  cellars  of  the 
plaintiffs,  &c.,S3/.  IS^.,  three  months  after  the  date  thereof, 
which  period  had,  before  the  protesting  and  registering  of 
the  said  bill  and  protest  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  elapsed; 
and  the  defendant  then  accepted  the  said  bill,  but  did  not 
pay  the  same  when  due,  although  the  same  was  duly,  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  ScotlanrI,  presented  and  protested 
for  nonpayment  at  the  place  where  the  same  was  so  made 
payable  as  aforesaid  when  the  same  was  due,  to  wit,  on  the 
7th  September,  1829;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  and  after 
the  said  bill  had  been  so  made,  accepted,  presented,  and 
protested  for  nonpayment,  and  after  the  same  was  due  and 
payable  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  to  wit, 
on  the  7th  September,  1829,  the  said  protest  was  duly, 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  registered  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  Court  of  our  late  Lord  King  George 
the  Fourth,  before  the  Lords  of  Council  and  Session  at 
Edinburgh,  in  Scotland :  and  thereupon  afterwards,  and 
after  the  said  registering  was  so  made  as  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
on  the  8th  September,  1839,  his  said  late  Majesty's  letters 
of  horning  and  poinding  did  issue  out  of  the  said  Court, 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiffs,  against  the  defendant,  directed 
to  certain  officers  therein  mentioned  conjointly  and  seve- 
rally, to  wit,  amongst  other  officers  to  the  messenger  at 
arms,  whereby  our  Lord  the  said  late  King  charged  the 
said  messenger  at  arms  on  sight  thereof  to  pass,  and  in  his 
Majesty's  name   and   authority  lawfully  command    and 
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Exek.  of  Pleat,  ob«rge  the  defendant  personally  or  at  his  dwelling-boiiae, 
to  wake  payment  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  aforesaid  princi- 
pal siun  of  23L  18#.  sterlings  and  the  legal  interest  thereof 
since  the  said  bill  fell  due  till  payment,  aft^  the  form  and 
tenor  of  the  said  bill  and  registered  protest,  in  all  paints, 
within  six  days  next  after  he  should  have  been  charged 
thereto,  under  the  pain  of  rebellion  and  putting  him  to 
the  horn ;  wherein  if  he  should  fail,  the  said  space  being 
elapsed,  immediately  thereafter  to  denounce  him  his  said 
Majesty's  rebel,  put  him  to  the  horn,  and  use  the  whole 
other  order  against  him  prescribed  by  law:  which  said 
letters  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
were  duly  delivered  to  W.  J.,  then  and  from  thence  until 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  charge  thereinafter 
mentioned,  being  the  messenger  at  arms  to  whom  the  said 
letters  were  so  directed  as  aforesaid  to  be  executed  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  Scotland :  and  thereupon  afterwards, 
and  after  the  delivery  of  the  said  letters  to  the  said  W.  J. 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  9th  September,  18£9,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  letters  of  homing  and  poinding  raised  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendant,  the  said 
W.  J.  so  then  being  such  messenger  at  arms  as  aforesaid, 
in  Scotland  aforesaid,  passed,  and  in  his  said  late  Majesty's 
name  and  authority  lawfully  commanded  and  charged  the 
defendant,  at  his  dwelling-house,  being  in  Scotland  afore* 
said,  to  make  payment  to  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  prindpai 
sum  and  interest,  and  that  within  the  space  of  six  days 
then  next  following,  and  under  the  pain  of  rebellion  and 
patting  him  to  the  horn,  with  certification,  a  just  copy  of 
the  said  charge  in  virtue  whereof,  signed  by  the  said  W.  J. 
as  such  messenger,  and  bearing  a  certain  date,  to  wit,  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  also  the  date  and  signetting 
of  the  aforesaid  letters,  with  the  names  and  designations 
of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  and  to  tiie  afoveaaid  e£fect, 
the  eaid  W.J.,  so  then  being  &c.,  then  at  the  tiMe  of 
making  the  said  charge,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  left  for  the  defrnd- 
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ant  in  the  hands  of  a  servant  within  the  said  dwelling-*  £*<&.  of  p<m#, 
house,  at  Port  Dundas,  in  Scotland,  to  be  given  to  the  de-  * 

fendant,  because,  after  due  inquiry  made  by  the  said  W«  J.  Hay 
8o  being  &&,  for  the  defendant,  the  said  W.  J.  could  not  Fibbbh. 
find  the  defendant  personally  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  charge  or  leaving  the  said  copy  :  all  which  acts  and 
proceedings  were  so  done»  taken,  and  happened  as  afore-* 
said,  in  Scotland  aforesaid,  according  to  the  law  of  Scot- 
land :  yet  the  defendant  did  not  make  payment  of  such 
principal  and  interest  within  the  said  space  of  six  days, 
but  the  same  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  six  days,  and 
from  thence  until  the  promise  thereinafter  next  mentionedi 
continued  wholly  due  and  unsatisfied  to  the  plaintiffiii 
whereupon,  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  several  preroisee, 
after  the  said  six  days  had  expired,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist 
October,  1829,  the  defendant  became  and  was  liable  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  said  principal  sum  in  the  said  hill 
specified,  with  interest  thereon  flrom  the  time  when  the  bill 
became  due  until  payment ;  and  being  so  liable,  the  de- 
fendant thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c.,io  considera- 
tion of  his  said  liabiUly,  promised  the  plaintifih  to  pay  the 
said  principal  and  interest  to  the  plaintiffs  on  request; 
yet  he  bath  disregarded  his  promise,  &c.  &c*  There  was 
also  a  count  on  an  account  ptated. 

Pleas,  first,  as  to  all  the  declaration  except  the  first 
count,  non-assumpsit :  secondly,  as  to  the  first  count,  that 
the  defendant  did  not  accept  the  bill  in  that  count  men- 
tioned, in  manner  and.  form,  &c«,;  thirdly,  to  the  wbolo 
declaration,  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  on  which  issues 
were  joined. 

The  particulars  of  demand  annexed  to  the  record  were 
as  follows  >^'^  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  payment 
of  the  sum  of  9Sl  lg«.,  being  the  amount  ctf  the  bill  of 
exchange  mentioned  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration^ 
and  also  the  sum  of  6/.  19^.,  being  the  amount  of  interest 
due  on  the  saki  biQ  at  the  time  of  the  eommeneMieiit  oi 
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Efch.  of  pietts,  this  8uit|  &c. ;  and  the  plaintiffs  will  rely  upon  the  whole 
^  '  ^    OP  any  part  of  their  declaration  for  the  recovery  thereof.** 
Hay  At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  London 

FisftER.  Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiffs  gave  no  evi- 
dence of  the  original  acceptance  of  the  bill  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  but  they  put  in  office  copies  of  the  registered  protest, 
and  of  the  letters  of  horning  and  poinding  (a),  and  the 


(a)  The  letters  of  homing  and 
poinding  were  in  the  following 
form: — 

'*  George  the  Fourth,  &c.,  to 

,  messenger  at  arms,  our  she- 

ri£f  in  that  part,  conjunctly  and 
severally,  specially  constituted, 
greeting.  Whereas  our  lovitetf 
Wm.  Hay  &  Co.,  spirit  merchants 
in  Glasgow,  by  their  bill  dated  the 
15th  day  of  January  last,  drawn 
by  them  upon  and  accepted  by 
John  Fisher,  spirit  merchant, Port 
Dundas,  ordered  the  said  accept- 
ance, three  months  after  date,  to 
pay  to  thdr  order,  at  their  cellars, 
103,  Hutcheson  Street,  the  sum 
of  23/.  1 2i  sterling,  value  in  spirits ; 
which  bill  was,  when  payable,  duly 
protested  at  the  instance  of  our 
lovites,  the  said  Wm.  Hay  &  Ca, 
against  the  said  John  Fisher  for 
nonpayment  of  the  contents,  &c. ; 
and  the  instruments  of  protest 
taken  thereupon  duly  registered 
in  the  books  of  our  Council  and 
Session,  and  a  decree  of  the  Liords 
thereof  interponed  thereto,  of  this 
date,  as  the  same,  ordaining  these 
our  letters  in  manner  under- 
written, and  all  other  necessary 
execution,  to  pass  thereon,  more 
fully  bears: 

"  Our  will  is  therefore,  and  we 
chaige  you,  that  on  ught  thereof 


ye  pass,  and  in  our  name  and 
authority  lawfully  command  and 
charge  you  the  said  John  Fisher, 
personally  or  at  his  dwelling- 
house,  to  make  payment  to  our 
lovites  of  the  aforesud  principal 
sum  of  23/.  12f.  sterling,  and  the 
legal  interest  thereof  since  the 
said  bill  fell  due  UU  payment, 
after  the  form  and  tenor  of  the 
sud  bill,  registered  protest,  and 
decree  aforesaid,  in  all  points* 
within  six  days  next  after  he  is 
charged  by  you  thereto,  under  the 
pain  of  rebellion  and  putting  him 
to  the  horn:  wherein  if  he  fail, 
the  said  space  being  elapsed,  that 
immediately  thereafter  ye  de- 
nounce him  our  rebel,  put  him  to 
the  horn,  and  use  the  whole  other 
order  against  him  prescribed  by 
law:  attour,  that  ye  lawfully 
fence,  arrest,  apprise,  compel, 
poind,  and  distnun  all  and  sundry 
the  said  John  Fisher's  readieit 
moveable  goods,  of  whatever  de- 
nomination, poundable  or  dia- 
tndnable,  and  wherever  the  same 
can  he  found  make  penny  thereof, 
to  the  avail  and  quantity  of  the 
aforesaid  sum,  and  see  the  said 
Wui.  Hay  &  Co.  completely  satis- 
fied and  paid  of  the  same,  after 
the  form  and  tenor  aforesaid  in 
all  points^  according  to  Justice,  ss 
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return  diereto,  and  proved  the  making  of  the  charge  and  Exeh.  ofPUat^ 
execution  of  the  poinding  at  the  dwelling-house  of  the  *^ 

defendant,  at  Port  Dundas,  near  Glasgow,  on  the  9th  and         Hay 
17th  of  September,  1889.     The  messenger  at  arms  duly       fisuer. 
appraised  the  defendant's  goods,  but  did  not  sett  them, 
the  landlord  having  sequestered  them  for  his  rent.     This 
action  was  commenced  in  August  1835. 

Mr.  Mackenzie^  a  Scotch  advocate,  who  was  examined 
for  the  plaintifis  as  to  the  proceedings  necessary  in  such  a 
case,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  to  bar  the  Statute  of  Pre- 
scription, 12  Geo.  S,  c.  72,  (continued  by  93  Geo.  3,  c  18), 
stated  that,  according  to  the  Scotch  law,  a  bill  of  exchange 
is  usually  protested  on  the  third  day  of  grace,  or,  against 
the  acceptor,  within  six  months  from  that  day ;  then  the 
protest  may  be  immediately  recorded  in  the  books  of  the 
Court  of  Session  or  of  the  sheriff,  and  thereupon  a  warrant 
of  execution  may  be  immediately  issued  from  the  Court  oi 
Session  against  the  debtor.  If  no  action  is  raised,  or  exe- 
cution issued,  within  six  years  from  the  last  day  of  grace, 
the  bill  is  affected  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations ;  but  if 
diligence  is  raised  and  executed,  or  action  commenced, 
within  the  six  years,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  barred, 
and  the  party  may  commence  an  action  at  any  time  within 
forty  years.  The  witness  then  described  the  forms  of  the 
process  of  diligence  by  protest  (a),  registering  the  same  in 

ye  will  answer  to  us  thereupon.  After  reciting  *'  how  necessary 
Whicfatodo,wecominittoyouand  it  is  for  the  flourishing  of  trade 
each  of  you  full  power  by  these  that  bills  or  letters  of  exchange 
further  letters,  delivering  them  by  be  duly  paid,  and  have  ready  eze- 
you  duly  executed  and  indorsed  cution,  conform  to  the  custom  of 
again  to  the  bearer.  Given  under  other  parts/'  it  is  enacted,  **  that 
our  signet  at  Edinburgh,  the  8th  in  case  of  any  foreign  bill  of  ex- 
day  of  September,  in  the  10th  change  from  or  to  this  realm  duly 
year  of  our  reign,  1829. — Per  de-  protested  for  not  acceptance  or 
cretum  Doinm.  Concilii.''  for  not  payment,  the  said  pro- 

(a)  This  proceeding  is  founded  test,  having  the  bill  of  exchange 

on  the  Scotch  act  of  1681,  c.20,  prefixed,  shall  be  registrable  within 

which  is  in  the  following  terms:—  six  months  after  the  date  o  ithe 
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^^\wi^^^'  A©  books  of  Court,  and  the  usutngand  execiitio9  of  the 

v.«^|^^    kttera  of  horning  and  poinding  {  and  stated  that  the  diti^ 

^^        genoe  is  complete,  so  aa  to  bat  the  preaeriptioii^  wben^  tbe 

hm^^L.      debtor  has  been  charged  by  the  messenger  to  make  pay*- 

vnent,  and  of  whidi  diarge  the  legal  evideoce  is  the  retmm 

of  the  officer  written  on  the  letters  of  boming.    Oit-eroas- 

examination,  he  said  that  the  original  pioteat  recorded  in 

Coutrt  was  held  to  be  a  judgmenif  and  the  judgment  v«s 

ooiiplete  upon  the  regbtratton; 

For  thedefendanty  it  was  objected,  first,  that  the  par^ 
ticalars  delivered,  which  stated  the  action  to  be  brought 
en  the  bill  mentioned  la  ihefirH  eouai  of  the  dedaralkm* 
did  not  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  under  the  aeoead 
count,  SB  upon  the  alleged  judgment  obtained  in  Scodand* 
Secondly,  that  no  judgment  or  decree  of  the  Seotch 
Courts  was  stated  in  the  second  count,  or  proved  by  the 
evidence, — at  all  events  none  within  the  period  of  prescrip- 
tion ;  that  the  count  was  rather  a  ooiint  en  the  bill  ef  ex* 
change  than  on  a  judgment,  and  the  whole  of  the  facts 
from  which  the  promise  was  implied  were  putr  in  issse  by 
the  plea  of  non-assumpsit — among  them  die  acceptance, 
which  had  not  been  proved.    The  Lord  Chief  Bsoron 

8ud  bill  in  case  of  non-acceptance,  whole  sums  cout^ed  in  the  bilU 
or  after  the  falllog  due  thereof,  in  as  well  exchange  ss  principal,  in 
case  of  noD-payment|  in  the  books  form  as  effblrs,  sick  like  and  in  the 
of  Ooimcii  and  Session,  or  other  same  maaner  as  upon  f6f(|st«rsd 
eoospetent  Judicatures,  at  the  in^  bonds  or  decreets  of  r^^istratioa 
stance  of  the  person  to  whom  the  proceeding  upon  eonstnt  of  par- 
same  is  made  payable,  or  his  or-  ties:  Pro?idiDg  always,  that  if  the 
der,  either  agidnst  the  drawer  or  bM  protests  be  not  duly  regis- 


indorser  in  case  of  a  protest  for  tered within  six  meatlttin  i 

notMM^cepUnce,  or  against  the  ac-  above  prorided,  Uien  and  ia  that 

ceptor  in  case  of  a  protest  for  non-  case  the  said  bills  and  protests  are 

payment,  to  the  effect  it  may  have  not  to  have  summary  execution, 

the  authority  of  the  judges  thereof  but  only  to  be  pursued  by  way  of 

interponed  thereto;  that  letters  of  ordinary  action,  as  aoconis,'*  ^e. 

homing,  upon  a  simple  chaise  of  — ^By  a  subsequent  act  of  1696^ 

six  days,  and  executorials  neces-  c  36,  the  former  act  was  extended 

sary,  may  pass  thereupon  for  the  to  inland  bills. 
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Ibouglit  the  Btatetnent  of  the  bill  in  the  second  count  wag  A»».  vfPUfiB, 
induoettimt  only^  and  that  the  count  was  sufficiently 
fMTOTed;  ive  however  reserved  both  the  points  for  the 
ofHiiion  :of  the  Court,  anA  directed  the  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  phMfttiffs  on  the  first  and  third  iuuesi  and 
-ftiv  the  defendant  on  the  second. 

'  IitBaster  Temii  Gressmell,  In: pursuance  of  the  leave 
reservedv  nioved  for «  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdiel  fev'the 
defendant  on  the  issues  found  for  the  phuntiffv  The 
€o«irt  hefite^  .the  rule  on  the  point  aa  to  the  particulars, 
aa^ingf  thai  the 'defendant  could  not  have  been  misled  by 
|[beat^,(be  plaintiffs  liavhig  stated  that  they  should  nelyon 
tbeivhole  or  any  part  of  ihe  declaration  in  support  of 
their  case.  On-  the  otlMor  point  a  rule  was  granted,  againat 
which  " 

Sieei  and  Addimm  now  sheved  cau8e.-^The  quealion  i% 
whether  the  pcoceedinga  set  out  in  thesecoad  count  shew 
a  yudgi^ni  wkhia  the  six  years.  The  evidence  of  Mr. 
Mafikaeaaie  was  ezpvesa/  that  the  registoation  of  the  preitesit 
waa  a  judgment  aocordiag  to  the  Scottish  law.  Thei  pre- 
viout.  statement  in  the  count  as  to  the  bill  is  mere  induce- 
ment}  and  it  was  unnecessary  to  prove  it.  The  terms  of 
the  statute  of  1681  shew  that  this  proceeding  by  diligence 
is  as  final  in  Scotland  as  any  judgment  can  be.  It  has  all 
the  qualities  of  a  judgment  The  object  of  the  registrar 
tion  is  "  that  the  authority  of  the  judges  may  be  interponed 
thereto."  Then  follows  what  would  follow  upon  any  judg- 
ment—execution9vi;E.  the  process  by  horning  and  poinding; 
Off  the  pursuers  may  have  an  action  on  the  registered 
protest^  thereby  also  treating  it  as  a  judgment.  Th^ 
12  Geo.  3;p  c.  7^9  treats  the  proceeding  by  diligence  as 
equivalent  to  an  action.  The  37th  section  enacts^  that  no  bill 
of  exchange,  &c.  executed  after  the  15th  May»  1772,8liaU 
be  of  force  or  effectual  to  produce  any  diligence  or  action 
in  Scotland,  unless  such  diligence  shall  be  raised  or  exe- 
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JML  ^^fo^,  enled,  or  action  conMncneed  diereon,  within  six  years  frDm 
the  terniB  at  which  the  aunu  in  suab  bills»  &c.  becaoie 
esdgeble.  But  the  act  of  1681  also  tays  expretaly  thai 
execution  may  pass  upon  the  protest  ''  in  the  same 
taanper  aa  upon  registered  bonds  or  deereH»  of  regUtra^ 
Hon  proceeding  upon  consent  of  parties.'*  And  the  letters 
«f  horning  profess  to  be  founded  on  ''  a  protest  duly  re- 
gistered in  the  books  of  our  Council  and  Session»  and  a 
^9cree  of  the  Lords  thereof  interponed  tb^eto.'*  CLord 
AUMgert  C.  B*»^The  &rm  of  a  declaration  on  a  fer eign 
judgment  is  to  state  that  by  the  judgment  ef  the  foreign 
Court  the  plamtiff  reco?ered^and  so  on.  Is  there  any 
•part  of  your  count  which  alleges  a  judgment  ?]  It  is  suS- 
eient  if  it  aets.  forth  that  which  is  shewn  by  evidence  to  be 
equivalent  to  a  judgment.  The  judgment  is  itself  primfi 
fade  evidence  of  the  debt:  Walker  ▼•  WiUer  (o),  Croaa- 
finrdv.  Whiiial{b).  If  then  the  registration  be  a  judg- 
ment) the  statement  of  the  bill  is  mere  inducement :  if, 
bowever«  the  defendsnt  considered  the  second  count  a 
oount  on  the  bill^  he  should  have  pleaded  acoordtngly, 
whereas  he  has  pleaded  as  to  a  judgment. 

Creuwell,  contri.^This  count  is  certainly  more  like  a 
count  on  a  bill  than  on  a  judgment.  There  b  no  promise 
averred  to  pay  any  sum  which  the  party  became  liable  to 
pay  <m  a  judgment;  there  is  no  referenoe  to  any  amouat 
of  a  judgment.  The  letters  of  horning  require  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  the  amount  of  Ins  aeceptmnee;  the  pro- 
mise,  alsoi  averred  iq  the  count,  is  a  new  promise  to  pay 
the  amount  of  the  bill.  The  lapse  of  the  six  days  is  al- 
leged as  part  of  the  consideration  for  that  promise ;  it  is 
now  said,  however,  that  the  judgment  is  complete  by  the 
registration :  if  so,  the  count  is  not  proved  as  laid.  [Pariet 
B.*— If  any  one  of  the  matters  which  precede  would  make 

(o)  1  Dougl.  1.  {h)  Cited  1  Doogi4. 
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the  defendant  liable,  that  is  sufficient*  The  questfon  i^  Ssvh.  pf  Fkdik, 
whether  the  registration  constitates  a  ndw  debt,  soch  as  (d 
render  him  liable  to  be  sued  upon  it  in  a  different  eoai> 
try.]  Clearly  not.  Of  what  Conrt  hM  there  besn  the 
*'  consideration  and  judgment?  "  By  what  tribanal  has  k 
been  decreed  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  rtoover  thid 
money  ?  It  is  contended  that  the  subsequent  action  is  on 
the  diligence,  as  a  new  point  to  start  from ;  but  that  iff  not 
so:  the  action  is  in  fact  still  upon  the  bill}  only  there-* 
gistralicm  and  subsequent  proceedings  have  e&ctyinSedt^ 
land,  of  barring  the  prescription  on  the  bill.  [ParA^vB.*^ 
The  eount  ought  to  have  averred,  that  by  reasoa  of  thto 
registration  according  to  the  Scottish  law,  the  defendant 
became  indebted^  and  so  became  liable  to  pay.  It  only 
states  the  liability  as  an  inference  from  the  premises;  :ti|en 
the  only  premises  are  the  registration  and  subsequent  pro- 
cess on  an  alleged  bill,  of  which  the  defendant  it  stated  to 
be  the  acceptor.  If  the  statement  as  to  the  bill  be  struck 
out,  what  cause  of  action  appears  I  How  can  we  take 
notice  that  the  process  of  registration  creates  a  debt7}«*^ 
Creswoell  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  AniNGCR,  C.B.^^The  Statute  of  Limitations  is  a 
good  ans^et  to  the  alleged  cause  of  action  on  the  bill  of 
exdhange;  in  lact,  no  bill  was  proved.  And  we  can  only, 
I  thhik,  look  at  this  as  a  count  on  a  bill ;  all  the  rest  is  un« 
intelligible  matter,  which  may  form  the  materials  of  a 
judgment,  but  b  not  averred  to  be  a  judgment*  Therti- 
fore,  as  the  bill  was  not  proved,  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  verdict. 

Parke,  B* — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  thiak  thedre 
is  not  suiBcient  on  the  face  of  this  count  to  warrant  a  ver« 
diet  for  the  plaintiff,  independently  of  the  acceptance. 
The  count  was  not  demurrable,  because  there  is  enough  in 
the  allegation  of  the  acceptance  to  warrant  the  conclusion 
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Sxch,  (ffFUut,  that  the  defendant  became  liable,  and  promised  tif  pay« 
Then,  striking  out  the  airerment  of  acceptanee^  w  there 
a  sufBcient  cause  of  action  remaining  {  I  think  nor.  It 
ought  to  have  been  averred  either  that  the  re^isftration 
was  equiralent  to  a  decreci  or  that  there'  was  a. decree r 
then  it  would  have  been  a  qnestionat  Nisi  Prius/trbe#her 
the  proceedings  proved  were  equivaknt  to  »decree«^  Bat 
there  is  no  aDegation  of  that  nature,  but  only  a  statemeot 
of  all  the  proceedings,  and  that  by  reasonof  thesi  thfode* 
fendant  became  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of*  the  bitt  of 
exchange.  That  is  only  an  inference  of  law  from  tlie 
premises:  therefore,  to  warrant  that  inference,  the  plam* 
tiffs  ought  to  have  proved  the  bill.  It  is  true,  the  plea  of 
non-assumpait  is  informal,  but  it  is  too  late  now  to  take 
advantage  of  that. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  and  Gurnby,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Doe  d.  Postlethwaitb  v,  Nbale. 

Where  a  plain-  X  HE  defendant  Neale  having  obtained  a  verdict  in  an 

BothaTingghren  ejectment  brought  by  him  for  the  recovery  of  the  same 

^d^fend^^t  P^'cmises  for  which  the  present  action  was  brought,  the 

ia  no^  under  present  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  Michaelmas  Term  iKst, 

•ny  dreuni*  ^ 

auuicca,  entided  commenced  this  cross-ejectment  to  recover  them  back, 
the  drafb  or  The  plaintiff,  after  having  been  ruled  to  reply,  delivered  a 
MpiM  of  the  replication,  but  never  delivered  notice  of  trial,  and  subse- 
quently took  out  a  rule  to  discontinue.  The  Master,  on 
the  taxation  of  costs,  having  under  the  circumstances  al- 
lowed the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  instructions  for  the 
briefs,  and  the  draft  briefs,  but  having  disallowed  the 
copies  of  the  briefs,  C/Ullon,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plafaitiff, 
and  Wightman^  for  the  defendant,  obtained  cross  rules  for 
a  review  of  the  taxation.     It  appeared  from  the  affidavit 


T&IHITY  TJSRMi  7  WILL*  IT. 


7^ 


of  ibe  defendant's  attorney,  that  the  premises  in  question  Stck,  ^Pf^oh 
were  situate  near  Ulverston,  in  Lancashire;  that  the  wit** 
nessee  in  support  of  the  defendant's  esse,  who  were  very 
Aomarousi  jresided  in  the  counties  of  Westmorehind,  Cum- 
berland, and  Lancaster;  that  the  defendant  and  his  at- 
torney were  botli  resident  in  Billericay,  in  Essex.  The 
briefs,  whioh  were  necessarily  very  lo»gi  had  all  been 
copied  before  the  1 1th  of  March,  which  was  the  last  day 
of  gji^ing  notice  of  trial  for  the  Spring  Assia&ea,  (the  com- 
mistion  day  at  Lancaster  being  on  the  Slst),  with  the  ex- 
•ception  of  the  indorsement  on  one  of  them.  If  notice 
of  trial  had  been  given  on  the  llth,  it  would  not  have 
reached  the  defendant  by  post  until  the  14tb,  and  be  could 
not  haive  arrived  at  Ulverston  until  the  16th,  leaving  him 
clear  three  days  only  (exclusive  of  Sunday)  before  t\\e  com- 
mission day  to  collect  his  witnesses  and  prepare  for  trial. 


Wighiman^  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  this  was 
a  case  in  which  the  strict  rule  ought  to  be  relaxed,  as  the 
attorney,  under  all  the  circumstances,  might  be  well  justi- 
fied in  preparing  his  briefs  before  the  time  for  giving  no- 
tice of  trial  expired. 

Chilian^  contra. — The  draft  briefs  ought  not  to  have 
been  allowed :  the  universal  practice  in  the  Master's  office 
baa  been  to  disallow  them  where  no  notice  of  trial  has  been 
given,  and  it  is  better  to  adhere  to  that  rule  than  to  intro- 
duce exceptions  in  particular  cases.  As  to  the  copies, 
there  is  no  pretence  for  asking  to  have  them  allowed. 

The  Master  stating  that  he  recollected  no  other  instance 
in  which  the  drafts  had  been  allowed  in  such  case. 


Pabkk,  B»,  said — It  is  best  to  adhere  to  the  strict  prac- 
tice. As  to  the  copies,  there  is  certainly  no  ground  for 
asking  for  them,  because,  even  supposing  tiie  attorney 


734  CASES  IN  THE  uxcuEoun, 

^■^*r  y/fe<M,  ought  to  have  been  prepaned  with  the  diuft  bfiels,  he 
^^il^    mightj  on  receiviog  notice  of  tcial^  hare  had  them,  boiipever 
loi3g»  copied  in  London  in  a  day. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff's  rule  absolute ;  the 
defendant's  rule  discharged,  with  costs. 


Griffith  r.  Hoxbrough. 

8embie,tbat  ixSSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  against  the  indorser  of  a 
i"bUurnoui  ^^]^  of  exchange,  with  coun(t8  for  money  had  and  receiVed, 
no  promiM  to     g^^  q^  a^  account  stated.     Tlie  count  on  the  bill  waa  io 

pay  need  now 

be  alleged.  the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  Trinity  Term  1  WilL  4»  not 
the  omission  '  alleging  any  promise  to  pay,  and  the  general  promise  al- 
S^nta^*rf  *"  leged  in  the  conplusion  of  the  declaration  was  to  pay  "  the 
except  on  spe-    said  several  last-mentioned  monies  respectively."     The 

dal  demurrer. 

defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count,  that  he  had  tio  no- 
tice of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill ;  to  the  other  counts^  non- 
assumpsit:  and  on  the  trial  before  Gumey,  B.,  at  the 
Middlesex  Sittings  in  Eaater  Term,  the  plaintiff  had  a  rer- 
diet.  Mansel  having  subsequently  obtained  a  rule  nia  to 
arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  count  on  the 
bill  was  bad  for  want  of  the  allegation  of  a  promise  to  pay, — 

Fish  now  shewed  cause. — Wherever  the  declaration  dis- 
closes facts  whence  the  law  will  necessarily  imply  a  promise, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  one :  1  Chit.  PI.  299 ;  Starky 
V.  Cheesman  (a),  Mountford  v.  Horton  (6),  Corbet  ▼.  Pak- 
ington  (e).  Starky  v.  Cheesman  is  expressly  in  point. 
There,  a  declaration  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the 
drawer,  stated  that  the  acceptor  refused  to  pay,  per  quod 
onerabilis  devenit  &c.,  but  laid  no  express  promise :  the 

(a)  Salk.  1 28 ;  Lord  Raym.  533 ;  (c)  6  B.  &  Cr.  268 ;  9  D.  &  R. 
Cartb.  509.  258. 

{h)  2  N.  R.  62. 
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Court  held  that  the  drawiag  of  the  Ull  was  an  aetoal  pro-  Bxeh.  of  Pieag, 
mise,  and  held  the  declaration  good  on  motion  in  arrest  of  -^ 

judgment  That  case  was  confirmed  in  Wegettioffe  v.  Oaimra 
Keene  {a).  In  Buckler  v.  Angel  {b),  where  the  {daintifP  de*  Roxbrouoh. 
clared  that  in  consideration  that  he  had  procured  J.  S.  to 
surrender  a  messuage,  the  defendant  would  pay  him  lOf. 
when  requested  I  the  declaration  was  held  bad  after  Terdict 
for  want  of  the  allegation  of  an  assumpsit.  But  there,  for 
aught  that  appeared,  the  plaintiff  might  have  procured 
the  surrender  gratuitously,  or  under  covenant  to  do  it;  it 
was  necessary  therefore  to  aver  a  promise,  in  order  to  sup- 
port the  consideration.  So,  in  Lea  v.  Welch  (c),  where  a 
count  hi  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  was  held 
bad  for  want  of  a  promise  being  laid,  it  was  not  stated 
that  the  defendant  either  agreed  or  undertook.  In  the 
case  of  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  law  does  not  neces« 
sarily  imply  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  pay 
for  them  ;  they  may  have  been  sold  on  a  credit  which  has 
not  expired,  or  subject  to  some  otiier  condition.  But  here, 
the  drawing  and  acceptance  of  the  bill,  the  presentment, 
the  nonpayment,  and  the  notice  of  dishonour,  being  alleged, 
the  law  of  itself  implies  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
the  amount.  Those  are  all  the  facts  which  the  plaintiff 
could  be  called  on  to  prove  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  re- 
cover. In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  it  is  the 
jury  who  infer  the  promise.  In  Wegersloffe  v.  Keene 
Fortescue,  J.,  refers  (d)  to  a  case  of  Lowther  v.  Conyers^ 
on  a  promissory  note,  in  which  the  want  of  the  super  se 
assumpsit  was  held  not  to  vitiate  the  declaration,  '*  because 
the  law  raises  a  promise.**  l/ilderson,  B. — There  there 
was  an  express  promise  on  the  face  of  the  declaration,  by 
the  form  of  the  note  itself.]  In  Bayley  on  Bills,  408  (5th 
edit.),  referring  to  Wegersloffe  v.  Keene,  and  Siarky  v. 

(a)  1  Stra.  214.  1516. 

(6)  1  Sid.  246;  T.  Raym.  123.         (d)  2  Stra.  224. 

(e)  2  Stra.  793;  2  Lord  Raym. 
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MMi^  V  PM.  Ckeeman^  U  ra  swd :—''  Tbi« .  damo  (the  alkgadon  of  a 
pffOBiia^)  19  urniQpessary  in  .an  action  against  either  the 
aeeeplov  of  la  bilLor  tbe  maker  of  a  notoj  and  it  may  be 
^mlMed.  vbetber  it  is  eaaential  in  any  ^iber."*  Tbe  in- 
doming  of  a  biil  or  note  ia  as  muob  a  promise  to  pay  as 
tbe  acceptance  or  making ;  tbe  ^y  difference  beiiig  that 
tbe  acceptor  or  maker  promises  to  pay  in  the  first  instance, 
the  indorser  only  on  tbe  default  of  tbe  parties  pnasarily 
Uabloi  and  oa  recei?  iag  due  notice  of  that  defairit. 
'  But  at  all  events  thia  omission  nvas  cored  by  Tordiet*  In 
1  Saund«M7,  n(^e,  the  rule  is  tho»  kid  down  :*— ^  Wilh  re^ 
spect  to  the*  former  case  (of  imperfections  which  are  cored 
hy  ▼erdfct  by  the  common  law),  it  i#  to  be  cbseiPved,  diat 
where  there  is  any  defbct,Tmpef faction,  oiomissibn  in  any 
pleading,  whether  in  substance  or  feimi  which  would  have 
been  a  fetal  objection  on  demurrer  |  y^t,  if  the  iaaiie  joined 
he  such  as  necessarily  required  on'  ilio  trial  prbof  of  the 
facts  so  imperfectly  stated  or  omitted,  and  withovt  ^hUh 
tt  is  not  to  be  presumed  (hat  either  tbef  jttdgie  wot|ld4ireet 
the  jury  to  give,  or  the  jary  would  have  given,  thfe>  verdicty 
such  defect^  imperfection^  or  omissiony  is  eared' hy- the 
Terdict  by  the  common  law.*  [Alderson;  B.^^Tfae  only 
Issue  here  was«  whether  the  defendant  had  due  notice.  If 
tbe  question  had  been  on  the  old  plea  of  non-assumpsit, 
your  argument  would  have  stood  better*  The  ground  on 
which  the  verdict  cures  a  defect  is,  that  the  fact  must 
necessarily  have  been  proved  at  nisi  prius,  in  order  to  ob- 
tain the  verdict.  Here  all  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  was 
that  tbe  defendalit  bad  had  notice  of  dishonour*  Suppose 
tbe  averment  of  presentment  were  omitted,  would  that  be 
cured  by  verdict? — ^yet  it  would  not  be  necessary,  on  this 
issue,  to  prove  presentment]  The  promise  being  implM 
by  law  from  the  facts  stated,  it  is  equally  within  the  role 
as  if  it  had  been  a  necessary  part  of  the  proof:  Spieres  v. 
Parker  (d);  per  Qrose,  J.,  in  Mackmurdo  v.  8mih  (ft), 

(o)  ]  T.  R.  145.  (h)  7  T.  R.  623. 


Sim-kp  V.  Cile^^aii  wa*  after  a  judgtneiieby  *j«fluilt^;  llU»  ^'^'^v^^'^ 
ease  is  itnicb  stronge^r  after  ^eldlct*  In  H^ry  v^  Air» 
Mf^^  (o)>  on  the  authority  of  whioh  eaae^  Aii^  irule  '«raa 
obcaifi^i  the  objeeilon  was  iA^m  on  upBiM^diMihpWi 
and  Undai, C.  J., expMMiy liislangolsbce itonthar^nnatid 
fnmi  Siafky  r.  CheesmeM.  '•  -••"' 

MmMHh  in  sopport.of  the  .rule^-MTfae  deobiMtion zia 
insufficient  The  plaintiff sbewa  QiiL.lhe>la(»oC,U  w  imt- 
perfect  title,  whioh. does  not  enable  him. to. -sue*  The 
unifoffm  practice  has  been  to  allege  a  promise;. and th^ 
new  rules  ebew  that  the  jud^s  considered' it ine^^saiirjrf 
because  they  have  said  that  a  pvoroiae  should  b«f  J^d  i^ 
the  count  itself^  even  as  against  the  aoseptor  or  n}akt& 
Before  the  new  rulefl^thepromiyepf  the  acceptor  or  matef 
was  stated  to  be  to  pay  ''aocordiiig  to  lihe  teAoria94 
effect"  €kf  thfB  hill  or  note;  not  so  tbatof  the  parties  s^spn^ 
darily  liable;  there  the atatement was,  that  ''amor4iqg.t^ 
the  usage  and  euatom  of  merchatita"  the  def<^da9t<becim^ 
liable  to  pay  on  reqjuest,  and.  being  so  UabloipreoHted  %p 
pay.  The  Terdict  does  not  cure  wh^e  tl^e  litje  is  m  i^elf 
imperfect,  bul  only  where  it  jLs  im|)terfectly  stated*  Tjb^ 
proper  form  of  plea  before  the  -new  rules-7*non  assuifipsiA— r 
of  itself  tends  strongly  to  shew  tliat  the  promiae  was  a 
necessary  ingredient  in  the  plaintiff's  title  to  3ue :  and 
even  since  the  ridesi  the  promise  ia  still  material*  Tlie 
replication  de  injurid  in  assumpsit  is,  that  the  defendant 
"  broke  his  promise'*  without  the  cause  alleged*  Strictly 
speakingf  the  defendant  is  not  sued  on  his  mene  liabilaly^ 
but  on  VapronMe*  The  oases  cited  on  the  other  side  are 
dittinguiBhable  i  they  only  shew  t^at  the  counts  will  itnport 
the  allegation  of  a  promise  from  the.  statement  of  an 
ugreement  In  Mouniford  v.  Hwrion^  and  Corbet  v.  Pi^ob^ 
ingionf  there  was  a  specific  agreement  alleged.  In  Sinrky 
y*  Cieesman,  the  plaintiff  declared  upon  the  usage  and 

(a)  3  Biag.  N.  G.  601. 
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^*^^*  i^r/^'^  cuitom  of  tnerchanu,  which  would  create  the  obligation  and 

Ksmm^^^j^L^     raise  the  promise ;  but  that  is  now  omitted.   Lea  ▼•  Welch 

Griffith      is  in  point  for  the  defendant.     [Alderson^  B.*— Is  it  not 

RdxBR'^vs«;   ttrange  tiiat  you  should  iay  a  declaraftion  is  bad  foe  not 

eontaming  an  aiwraient  which  ah  aet  of  Pariiioieot  piw<- 

eludes  a  defendant  fW)m  denying  i    He  eannoi  plead  Hon- 

assumpsit  to  a  count  on  a  bilK     Sorely  every  material  iact 

H'faich  it  is  necessary  for  a  plaintiff  to  allege  ov  pMyre,  it 

must  be  competent  to  a  deftndant  to  deny.    But  ti<»w,  by 

law^  he  cannot  deny  the  promise}.    It  is  not  becavMe  the 

judges  wdre  empowered  to  compel  a  defendmat  to  deny 

tome  partieolar  facts  alleged,  that  the  idlegatkm  of  pramise 

is  therefore  dispensed  with.  > 

BoLLAMD*  B. — It  appears  to  the  Court  that  thi9  o^|ec- 
tion  ought  not  to  prevail :  Stark j^  ▼.  CAfiesmanis  a  deci- 
sive authority  against  it*  Mr«  Mantel  attempts  to  distin- 
guisk  that  case,  on  the  ground  that  there  the  Custom  of 
merohants  is  set  out.  But  it  appears  from  Bajrley  on  Bills, 
88%  that  no  reference  to  the  custom  is  necessary;  the 
Court  takea  notice  of  it. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  cannot 
surely  be  necessary  to  set  out  that  the  defendant  promised, 
when  it  is  not  competent  to  the  defendant  to  deny  it  by  the 
plea  of  non-assumpsit ;  before  that  was  so,  the  question 
vAj^t  be  different.  The  defendant's  being  obliged  to 
deny  ^*  some  matter  of  fact  alleged,"  shews  that  if  the 
matter  of  fact  alleged  be  true,  the  promise  to  pay  neces- 
sarily  follows  :  if  so,  I  think  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  it 
At  all  events  the  omission  is  mere  matter  of  form,  which 
must  be  taken  advantage  of  on  special  demurrer.  In  Henry 
v.  Burbidge  it  was  so  ;  here  it  is  after  verdict,  and  I  think 
it  is  not  a  good  objection* 

GuRNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Wright  r.  Lajnson  and  Another,  Sheriff  of  Middlesex.' 

%^ASE  agBHisfc'  the  theriff  of  MiddleAtx  fiir-  a  tahe  rtttim  Tte  piea  of 
to  a  writ  of  fieri  faeias.  The  declaration  stated,  thaA  liere^  d^if»lio;  in* 
to&xre,  to  wk,  on  the  SOth  of  August,  1836^  iba  plainliff  ^^^j|"J* 
ohtaaoed.  final  judgHienl,  in  ths  Comtt  of  King's  Benebr  in  fiiiie  recum  of 
an  aotion  of  debt^  agaiaat  one  Joseph  Hayea«  for  SOQL  debt,  ^|\f  ^^  h^  * 
attd^i.  damages;  that  die  plaintiff.sued  out  a  writ  of  fi«  [l^^^j'^t^'^ 
fa»»  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  oominanding  hias  fact  of  the  sheriff 
to  levy  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  said  J.  Hayes  the  money  in\u 
debt  and  danagea  aforesaid,  and  to  have  the  money  bdisre  ^ung'tht  re- 
our  Lord  the  King  at  Westminster  immediately  after  the  turn  alleged; 

and  it  is  not 

execution  of  the  said  writ ;  that  the  writ  was  duly  indorsed  eompecent  to 
to  levy  the  sum  of  78/.  2s.  6A,  and  delivered  to  the  defend-  {1^;,  toft  J** 
ants,  as  sheriff  of  Middlesex;  by  virtue  of  which  writ  the  "  »  defence 

'  '      "^  the  hankmptcj 

defendants,  as  such  sheriff,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  &c,,  of  the  debtor 
seiaed  and  took  in  execution  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  execution  of 
the  said  J.  Hayes.     Breach,  that  the  defendants,  being  ^^  An  l'o.  u. 
such  sheriff  as  aforesaid,   not  regarding  their  duty  hi  ^ring*»^ 

t    1     ,..    1     ^  1  1      .    ,  before  Uie  bank- 

that  behalf,  had  not  the  money  so  levied,  or  any  part  mptoyofa 
thereof^  before  our  Lord  the  King  at  Westminster,  accord-  lutes  no^-'* 
ing  to  the  exigency  of  the  said  writ,  but  therein  wholly  ^"i *  "ciwHtor' 
failed  and  made  default;  and  that  the  defendants,  after  the  debt,  without 
said  levy,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  falsely  returned  to  the  said  writ  it  was  ITexist- 
that  the  said  J.  Hayes  had  not  any  goods  and  chattels  in  SSkroJteJ** 
the  bailiwick  of  the  said  sheriff  whereof  they,  the  defend-     SembU,  that 
ants,  could  cause  to  be  levied  the  debt  and  damsges  afore-  action  against 
aaid,  or  any  part  thereof.    Plea,  Not  guilty.  it'l^JZ  to 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Sittings  *  * J^'a^^fcll'J^ 
in  London  after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  having  the  bankruptcy 
proved  his  prim&  facie  case^  the  defendants  tendered  evi-  the  petitioning 
dence  to  prove  the  bankruptcy  of  Hayes  before  theexecu-  ^^'ei'tit- 
tion  of  the  fi.  fa.,  and  thereby  to  sheiv  tbiat  the  return  of  »«*•  ^  the 
nulla  bona  was  not  a  false  return.  The  plaintiff's  counsel 
objeoted,  that  under  the  plea  of  not  guilty  (kefaliekood  of 
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.Vms:  dfj^mi,  the  retohi  was  notin  i0iue,  bat  only  the  fi^  of  IJbe  dbftnd- 
ants  faaYUig  made  the  return  alleged^^iid  thererore  tbet  the 
e?idenoe  wdt  fnadmt^siblei  His  Xoiidsfaip  however  re* 
eidired  jt»igmiig:tlie  phuniiflBkiiTe  tonieire  toentara  Yer- 
dibtlforili]nft^iC''tbe^  Qomrt  .abonUithmkit  "waa  not^idmif- 
8tt>lcb  .  fai  oad^  to  |)roTe  a  fietituaiing.  ctecBtor'a  defati  the 
d^fendointe  tendenad  in  ccvidenoe  i  certain  L<K  U^V^ivfaieh 
treve'iAJthe'bBndweiiing>0fiHa7e89  and  eame  fratt-tb^poe- 
aesakmiaf  the  pdtitionbigxaeditoxv  edd  bone  date  (bisfoie 
Ijie  4Mi9kvo|iCoy«i  His  liorddiipToaeivedthem  in  evideooe, 
bdt  tspreasedeB' opinion?  dot  they  were  no  proof  of  the 
tektenee of  adebt due  before theaot of. banfanspte j*  The 
d^bodaiHs  then  ulbd  tlie  petitionmg  cicdiftor  UnueU; 
whonRraaelaodneof  the  aasigneeB^nderthe  fiat»  nd  wbo,  it 
fiiqpeaaadi  had  not  indemnified  tbe  defendants^  The  piaiit> 
tiff^'cboosel  cohtended  that  be  was  nererdideBs  intouh 
petelit^  lianag  ftdiieot  interest  tdsupport'the  fiat  Tlie 
LordCWef  Baron  received  this  evidence  also>  aubjeet  to 
thlpsaue  leate  of  roothm;  and  the  |ury  having  fasmd  a 
tmlkt  ibr  the  'defendants, 

Bmnpoif  Serjtt  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  mie  nbi  to 
cittepaTerdiet  for  tbe'pbdntifi;  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ihi^  points  raised  at  tbe  trial ;  against  whichi  in  tbe 
sentterniy 


Al&axmiet^  Buti,  and  C.  R.  Kenmedft  shewed  < 
First,  the  defence  was  admissible  under  the  pieabf  not 
giiiity.  The.  question  turns  on  the  constmctiDn  to  be  put 
wpon  the  pleading  rule  of  H«  T.  4  Will.  4,  (IV.  1),  which 
dirsetsi  that  **  in  actions  on  tbe  case,  the  pleaof  not  guilty 
shall  operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  qf  itey  or 
tsreitg/WI  cci  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  de* 
fendant,  and  nbt  of  tbe  facts  stated  hi  the  imdueemenC 
The  question  thewlbre  is,  what,  on  the  face  of  this  deck- 
vatioai  ia  matter  of  uubic9meMtf  and  where  does  tbe  AreoeA 
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of -duty  charged  begin  I     Now  the  nde  isi  that  swb  IMQ  ^pim^ 

lUngs  only  are  mailer  of  indueatneat  ai  it  is  naaeMary  £»r 

the  piainriffto  aTer^  in  order  to  explaiirwbal^^ia  hb«aufa 

of  complaiat.    Applying  ^t  rale  tx>  the  pramit  i^asei  tbe 

natters  o£  kidnoeiBent  hare  eBdirkIi;tbdAHegiaianortbo 

daUTery  of  the  writ  to.«he  abeiiff:    Tba  plaintiff;  la  or^ 

der  to  fouad  his  complaisty  bfti  to  abew  aMdutgrin  itbe 

AmiSf  wlucb'h«'dob8'by  jbewiogtbe  daBTBayjortbe^mt 

to  him.  .JEivepysiibaequeBt  aat  done  by  the  iahaiiff  ia 

mtker  in  fiirkharanoa  or  in  breach  of  hiv  ;dtt^i;;<eirery 

wrongful  act  o£  ombsion  ^  ootamiasiofria  a  breaskt)!  the 

duty  so  akaady  thna^n  upon'faim^    The  eX)aBi|il&gi«an  of 

the  rttla  as  to  actions  against  osrriera^.oiaj  ba  itfatmdlb 

in  illustratiQn  of  tbepraseni.oaseii    There  the  plea  of  jmt 

gidtj  is.tb  opsaate  as  a*  denial  onlyof  idle  loss  brdamag^ 

but  not  of. 'the  raessipl.  of  the  ^odaby  thedefendaitfy.Of 

die  purpose  for  wfaiofa  tbay  were  received^    So^ia  aatiooa 

for  aa  esoapei  it  is  to  operate  as.  a.  denial  of  the  nagkict  ol^ 

defiralt  of  the  f  sheriff  or.  bis  offioera^  but  n^t  of  die/  debt^ 

yxApnent^  OT  preliminary  proeea^g^  The  amra/»  there* 

fore,  is  intended  in  tbat  case  to  be  traversable  under  tbe 

gaaciral  issue;  S0|  on  tbe  saiie  prindple^  is  tbe  smurd  of 

die  good*  in  this  case.    The  rulecertainly  leaTes  the  quea? 

don  open»  what  are  tbe  M  pratimhiary  proceedings  T' — but 

that  must  mean  the  proceedings  preliminary  to  tbe  attach* 

ing  of  the  duty,  the  breach  of  which  forms  the  ground  of 

comj^aint.    The  seiaure  of  tbe  goods  is  only  one  dTseye- 

rallinks  in  a  chain  of  facta,  all  contributing  to  ahew<that 

the  aheriff  did  not  perform  bis  dmty.    It  is  clear  the  de? 

fence  here  does  not  consist  of  matter  in  eo^fes$ian  and 

avokkmct'^ih^kt  means  matter  which  shews  that  when 

tbe  cause  of  action  has  once  acoroed,  it  baa  been  in 

some  way  discharged.    [Parkct  B.^--The  delivery  of  the 

writ  raises  some  duty  in  the  sberiff-^viz.,  to  look  for  tbe 

goods  of  the  defendant  in  bis  baibwiek ;  but  it  does  not 

huaedia  p«riictdar  duty  you  have  alleged,  Tia«i  to-pay  ovat 
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jExc*.  if  Pleat,  the  proceeds.    There  are  three  stages  of  diatjr ;  first,  on 
the  delivery  of  the  writ«  io  look  out  for-  the 


eoadiy*  on  finding  them,  to  leryj  thirdly*  om  levyiagt  to 
pay  over  the  proceeds.*— Would,  Ais  dedaratio&have  been 
good  if  everything  about  the  recent  had  been  left  out  t  If 
not»  it  shews  that  the  gist  of  the  action  is  the^be  reimrm; 
then  not  guilty  onist  pat  io  issue  ih^ /alsehaofL  My 
doubt  is,  whether  an  action  on  ihe  cote  will  lie  witlUMStan 
allegation  of  a  false  returo'^the  resolFiog  that  point  will 
go  far  to  decide  the  present  question.]  Hefe>  the  goods 
were  not  avaiUUe  for  the  eaeoution^  in  cooBequenoe  of 
the  fiat  o£  bankruptcy  issued  against  Hayes;  but  im  fact 
the  sheriff  did  seise  goods  of  Hayes.  Any  special  ]riea 
of  his  bankruptcy  would  have  amounted  to  the  general 
issue ;  it  would  not  have  been  in  confession  and  avoid« 
ance,  ibr  here  there  is  nothing  to  confess ;  the  plaintiff 
sets  up  no  title  to  the  goods,  because  the  interest  is  in 
the  debtor  until  sale.  There  are  no  authoritaca  diveetly 
in  point ;  but  all  the  cases  concur  in  establishing  the  pro- 
position,  that  where  the  quality  or  nature  of  the  act  done 
is  necessarily  involved  in  the  issue,  the  plea  of  not  gnilty 
traverses  all  the  facts  that  go  to  prove  its  quality  or  na« 
ture:  Frcmkum  v.  Earl  ofFahnoulh  (a),  Thomas  v.  Mor^ 
gan  (6),  CoiioH  v.  Browne  (e),  Spencer  r.  Dawson  (d),  Lil» 
lie  V*  Price  (e).  Here  the  quality  and  nature  of  the  act 
done— -the  /alee  retum-^is  of  the  substance  of  the  com- 
plaint $  the  plea  therefore  puts  in  issue  all  the  drcum* 
stances  that  go  to  shew  whether  it  was  false  or  not ;  and 
that  Hayes  hsd  no  goods,  by  reason  of  the  bankruptcy,  is 
one  of  such  circumstances  shewing  it  to  be  false. 

Secondly* — ^The  I.  (X  U.'s  were  clearly  admissiUe  in 
evidenoe,  as  admissions  of  the  bankrupt,  and  must  be  pre- 

(a)  4  Nev.  &  M.  330;  2  Ad.  &  E.  312. 

E.  452.  (d)  1  M.  &  Rob.  552. 

(6)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  496.  (e)  1  Nev.  &  P.  16;   5  Dowl. 

(c)  4  Nev.  k  M.  831;  3  Ad.&  P.C.  432. 
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kumed,  m  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  be  ^roh,  rf^^^t 
as  genuine  in  their  date  as  in  the  amount  or  the  signature,    v  '  ^ 

In  Tayhr  ▼.  KinheA  (a),  Lord  £llenborougb»  although  he  Wrioht 
entertained  aome  doubt  on  the  point,  ruled  that  the  date  tAXNsoN. 
of  a  promiaaory  note  made  by' the  bankrupt  was  prioifi 
faoia  evidence  to  shew  that  it  existed  before  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed.  In  Obbard  v«  Betkam  {b),  where 
Lord  Tenterden  admitted  the  same  evidence^  the  addi* 
tional  fact  appeared  that  the  note  was  in  existence  a  few 
days  before  the  docket  was  struck.  In  Hunt  v.  AiasseffXe)^ 
where  the  question  was  whether  the- defendant  had  ratifiM, 
after  he  came  of  age^  a  contract  made  by  him  while  an  in* 
ftmt,  it  was  held  that  a  letter  written  by  hhui  which  was 
relied  on  as  containing  such  ratification,  must  be  taken, 
prim&  facie,  to  have  been  written  and  issued  on  the  day  it 
bore  date.  So,  indorsements  on  a  bond  or  promissory 
note,  admitting  the  receipt  of  interest,  are  presumed  to 
have  been  written  at  the  time  they  bear  date :  Gleadaw  v. 
AiHn  (d),  Sntiih  v.  Battens  (tf).  {Parke,  B. — In  a  note  in 
£  Stark.  Evid.,  105,  it  is  said  that  Taylor  v.  Kinloch  pro- 
ceeded on  a  mistaken  report  of  a  case  on  the  Northern 
Circuit.  It  is  difficult  to  find  any  principle  on  which  the 
mere  date  is  evidence.]    But, 

Thirdly,  the  petitioning  creditor  was  at  all  events  an  ad* 
missible  witness.  He  had  no  interest  whatever;  the  as- 
aigneea  had  not  indemnified  the  sheriff;  there  was  there- 
fore no  privity  between  the  witness  and  the  defendants. 
The  verdict  in  this  case  would  not  be  evidence  in  any  ac* 
tion  in  which  the  estate  was  interested,  the  assignees  not 
being  parties  or  privies  to  the  suit.  [Parke,  B. — Hid  in* 
competency  is  put  upon  the  ground  of  his  having  given 
bond  to  the  Lord  Chancellor.]  The  condition  of  the  bond 
18,  (in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 

(a)'l  Stark.  175.  &  M.  109. 

(6)  Moo.  &  Mslk.  486.  (d)  1  C.  &  M.  414. 

(c)  5  B.  &  Add.  902;  3  Nev.         (e)  I  M.  &  Rob.  341. 

VOL.  II.  C  C  C  »I.  W 
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&«^^^Ptei  bAS),  Art  the  petiimriitg  ctrndlt^r  abaK  proTe  a^Mll 
before  ike  cotnnAmooi^Ts  as  upon  any  trial  at  lair,  ia  oaae 
tbe  ^liie  iMuiog  Ibrtb  of  the  oomiaitakm  lie  contealed  aa4 
triodi,  tbf  petatftoning  oredttpr's  debt  vmk  act  of  hyik* 
rup<;py»  wd  oh^U  came  tbe  comnisaioe  to  be  execuled 
purauapt  te  tbe  statitte;  a&d  by  :lbe  above  aeQtkN»>  llw 
paUtioning  cfedilor  eaotiot  be  sued  on  die  bond^  exMpI 
upo^  proof,  not  only  thai  there  wi^  no.  debt  er  eat  of  bfuik* 
'upbiyj.but  abolhat  the  comnafiadeD  was  taken ottt£r«iid»- 
lently  or.malieiously^  The  irUU  at  Ima  bdre  mentieQed 
camot  inean  a  tiki  betviMD  parties  Ofer  whoet  the  b»* 
s^ees  base  no  coafr^J  wbaAerer;  it  must  sieao  a  trbd 
eitber  where  the  aasignees  are  partieSf  or  wbem  tbe  CSomt 
directs  ^n  iasue  to  try  tbe  bankruptojr  s  where,  if  tbe  bank* 
ruptpy  were  not.  provedi  it  might  be  made  a  gcouad  eif  a 
petition  for  a  supersedeas :  Grec»  v.  c/oaet  (a)b  The  mere 
c^mi^igen^  of  the  witness  becomuig  suable  on  tbe  bond 
is  no  groued  for  objeeting  to  his  competency :  CaiHer  t. 

Bapyfa9t  Serjt.,  ^nd  Ruu^U  Gnrney^  in  suppiort  of  tbe 
rule* — ^Firsti  tliis  defence  was  not  adoiiasible  under  the 
plea  of  not  guilty.  The  inducemeni  here  cenprisea  every 
tbvigthat  occurred  before  tbe  actual  default  complained 
ofa  vie»  the  not  paying  over  die.  proceeds  of  the  levy* 
Th^iMsmple  given  of  the  action  fw  an  escape  is  eoodur 
aire  in  favour  of  the  pfauntiS*  There,  the  deiault  is  not  in 
the  avxestiog-^-tbat  is  in  pefformance  of  the  sheriff's  daty» 
and  cleasly  forms  part  of  the  prelivdnarjf  proceedmg^ 
mentioned  in  the  rule  :~so  here,  the  levy,  is  as  clearly  in- 
ducement* [Lord  AUngtr,  C.  B«— The  indncement  is 
that  statement  of  preliminary  facts  wbich  is  necessary  to 
m^e  it  understood  what  is  tbe  charge  againat  the  de&n* 
dant.J    It  isj  in  this  caae,  tbe  statement  of  the  duty  the 

(a)  2  Campb.  411.  {b)  1  T.  R.  les. 
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sticrifF  perfumedf  which  sbews  wimt  was  bit  strtiteqaent  Am*.  V  Pim^ 

breach  sd  duty •    The  plaintiff  proceeds,  notr  for  any  breach 

inm^thgryimgf  but  ftw  a  apecifiofalse return sabMqnent  to 

the  levy ;  and  states  all  the  preriout  matters  as  fltcti  anteoe* 

dent  to  the  breach  of  daty  ebalrged*    The  seienre  was*  in 

perfomanee  of  the  defeodatits'  doty.    The  declaration 

would  besiifflcieiit  if  the  word  "  felsely'*  were  struck  out  i 

it  tiwrs^that  the  sheriff  seised  and  had  in  bis  possesifiott 

gedds  of  Hayea^  but  tiiat  be  fetarned  that  he  had  not; 

that  invol^S'the  fUsebeodr    In  all  the  cases  where  not 

g«ilty  has  been  hsH  to  put  more  ia  issae  than  the  mere 

b#eaeb)  it  wUl  be  found  that  there  is  no  inducement,  m 

the  sense  above  stated,    in  ThonH$$  ▼•  Morgan,  the  sei-^ 

enter  was  clearly  intolved  in  the  issae,  as  part  ot  the 

cause  of  action;  it  was  not  inducement,  but  parcel  of 

the  wrongful  act  charged.    So,  in  Spencer  v.  Bawe&n,- 

the  wronglbl  act  consisted  in  the  falsely  warranting  that 

a  horse  was  sound,  which  in  fact  was  unsound;  the  denial 

of  the  wrongful  act  therefore  involved  both  the  warranty 

and  the  soundness.     Cotton  v.  Brovme  falls  within  the 

peittclple  of  Thomae  ▼•  Morgan.     In  that  case,  Patteson, 

J«  says  (a)y  referring  to  Franium^  r.  Earl  of  Fahnouik, 

wfavh  hsKi been  cited  in  argument:  '^  Where  the  phdn*^ 

tiff  makes  an  asscrtioo  of  right,,  and  then  eomplains  of 

an  injury  done  in  respect  of  it,  there-  it  is  proper  for  the' 

defendant  to  answer  by  denying  the  right.    But  here  there^ 

is  no  sack  asaertian  of  right;  tiie  whole  matter  alleged 

in  the  dedaitetioii  is  an  act  of  injuryr"    But  Frankum 

T.  MaH  of  Fmlmomth  is  directly  in*  pointt    There,  un^ 

less  the  plaintiff's  right  to  thw  waterecvrse  was  properly 

set  oat  ia(  the  deehuratioiir  there  was  no^  wrongful  act 

conmiitted  by  tbe  defendant's  diversion  of  it :  the  wrongfB- 

nesa  of  tine  dtversioo  arose  out  of  the  previous  statements. 

So  here,  tbe  relmrn  is  the  breach  of  duty  charged,  and  its 

(s)  3  Ad.  &  E.  dH. 
c  c  c  2 
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JEaaeft.  o/Pkat,  wrongfulness  depend*  on  the  pTGvious  indttoemeiit  [Parltf, 
J'  ^  B,<*-*The  question  is,  if  the  sheriff  selb»  and  does  not  p*y 
Waisav  over  the  money i  can  you  bring  an  Msfcion  <w  ttscme  agaiiist 
LAiii8oir«  li™>  without  connecting  it  with  the  false  return  ?] 
[Xhej  were  stopped  as  to  the  stcoad  point.] 
Thirdly,  the  petitioning  credits  was  xnconipetenl  as  a 
witness.— It  is  laid  <iowB  unqualifiedly  in  the  books,  thmt 
he  is  in  no  case  an  admissible  witness  to  support  the  com- 
mission, because  any  case  which  goes  to  impeach  it  ne- 
cessarily affects  his  interests:  Tomlinson  v.  Wilkes  (a). 
Ex  parte  Osborne  (6),  E»  parte  Uarcauri  (c).  Any  in- 
quiry, the  result  of  which  is  to  shew  that  tjie  bank- 
ruptcy is  not  sustainable,  might  form  a  ground  for  super- 
seding it.  The  words  of  the  act  are  very  geaeral — "  any 
trial  at  law."  [Parke,  B,— Would  it  be  a  forfeiture  of 
the  bond,  if  two  persons  wbdly  uDcoimected  with  the 
bankrupt  or  his  affairs  were  to  bet  a  wager  on  the  validity 
of  the  commission,  and  give  notice  to  the  petitioning  )ore- 
ditor  to  give  evidence  in  an  action  between  them  on  the 
wager,  and  he  refused?]  However  that  may  be,  he  is 
here  called  upon  by  a  public  officer,  legally  interested  in 
supporting  the  fiat.  The  sbmff  might  have  come  te  the 
Court,  and  called  upon  the  other  parties  to  try  the  qises- 
tion  between  themselves.  He  had  handed  the  money 
oyer  to  the  witness  as  the  assignee^  and  it  was  his  duty  to 
come  forward  and  protect  that  payment.  If  tfass  aotioa 
be  decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the  sheriff  will  have 
a  right  to  recover  the  money  back  from  the  assignees: 
Wilson  V.  Milner  (d).  [Lord  Jbinger,  C.  B.— He  dearly 
could  not  make  use  of  this  verdict  for  that  purpose*]  It 
would  not  be  necessary,  because  he  could  not  recover  the 
costs  of  this  action,  and  he  would  recover  the  levy  money 
by  merely  shewing  that  he  had  paid  it  over  under  a  mis- 
take.   The  petitioning  creditor  has  always  an  interest, 

(a)  3Brod.&B.d97;  5Moore,         (c)  1  Rose,  203. 
172.  (d)  2  Campb.  452. 

(b)  1  Rose,  387. 
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but  here  a  direct  one;  since  on  tbis  verdict  it  depends  s*ch.  of  PUoi, 
whetberiieietokeep  this  money  or  not.    He  is  ki  &ot  - 

the  Mbstential  defendant.  waioAr 

Laihsoh. 
Lord  Abikobr,  C«  R^^As  at  present  advised,  we  are 
with  Mr«  Aiex€mder  on  tbia  latter  point ;  but  we  are  de- 
sieeus  to  take  some  time  to  consider  the  other  question.  ' 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
ddivered  by 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — ^There  was  a  case  tried  before 
me  at  Guild  hall,  of  Wright  v.  Lainson  and  Another,  (he  she- 
riff of  Middlesex.  It  was  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for 
^  &Ise  return,  and  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
bad,obtained  a  judgment  against  a  debtor,  and  had  is^ed 
execvtionlon  that  judgment,  and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff;  that  the  sheriff  had  levied  on  the  goods  of  the 
debtor>'and  deceived  the'  money ;  and  it  then  went  on  to 
charge  the  sheriff,  that  notwithstanding  he  had  made  the 
levy  and  received  the  money,  he  had  made  a  false  return 
of  nulla  bona.  There  was  the  simple  plea  of  not  guilty ; 
and  on  the  trial,  my  Brother  Bompas,  for  the  plaintiff, 
contended  that  nothing  else  was  put  in  issue  but  the  fact 
of  the  alleged  return ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended 
that  the  general  iseue  gave  the  defendants  an  opportunity 
of  shewing  that  they  had  not  committed  any  breach  of 
duty,  for  that  they  had  not  levied  on  the  goods  of  the 
defendant  in  the  original  action,  he  having  become  a 
bankrupt.  I  was  then  disposed  to  agree  in  that  interpreta- 
tion of  the  new  rule ;  but  as  it  was  the  first  case  in  which 
the  point  had  arisen  on  a  question  of  that  nature,  I  saved 
the  point  for  the  plaintiff,  and  agreed  to  go  into  the  case. 
Accordingly,  the  case  has  been  argued  before  the  Court, 
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^^\^'f^^'  and  we  have  all  oome  to  the  opinion,  oa  a  fbll  * 

tion  of  the  new  rales,  that  the  only  matter  in  laaoe^  ufion 
the  plea  of  not  gniky,  was  the  fact  of  Ifae  sheriff  hainig 
the  money  in  his  custody,  and  his  making  such  return  as 
is  alleged  in  die  deelanition ;  and  tb«-efo»  wib  think  the 
wrdiet  oaght  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff*    The  rule  b 
this :  "  In  actions  on  the  case^  the  plea  of  not  guflty  eball 
operate  as  a  denial  only  of  the  breach  of  duty  or  wrongful 
act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendant,  and 
not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  inducement."  The  question  la* 
what  does  the  indueemeni  mean?    We  are  of  opinion  that, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  rule,  every  thing  is  includ^in 
it  which  does  not  involve  the  special  charge  alleged  against 
the  sheriff.    The  sheriff  committed  no  breach  of  doty  in 
executing  the  writ,  for  the  declaration  aHe/tes  that  be  did 
execute  it  on  the  goods  of  the  debtor;  and  diat  by  that 
process  he  obtained  the  price  of  the  goods,  equal  to  flie 
debt  demanded ;  but  then  comes  the  breach  of  doty,  vis. 
that  bistead  of  bringing  the  money  into  Court,  and  returning 
that  he  had  made  the  levy,  he  omitted  to  pay  the  money 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  returned  falsely  that  there  were  no 
goods  of  the  debtor  in  his  bailiwick :  the  breach  of  duty 
alleged  consisting  of  two  parts,  first,  his  not  having  the 
money  ready,  and  secondly,  his  making  such  a  return* 
Now,  one  point  that  occurred  to  me  at  the  trial  was, 
whether  this  was  not  altogether  a  matter  on  the  record ; 
but  upon  consideration,  I  think  it  involves  a  matter  of  fact 
as  well  as  matter  of  record,  which  matter  of  fact  (the 
sheriff's  having  the  money  ready  to  deliver)  and  aulter  of 
record,  being  bound  up  together  in  a  single  issue,  must  go 
to  the  jury,  as  is  the  case  wherever  law  and  fact  are 
blended  together.    We  think,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  verdict ;  but  as  this  is  the  first  time  this  c{ue9- 
tion  has  arisen,  though  we  are  of  opinion  that  a  verdict 
should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  contended 
for  by  my  Brother  Bampas,  we  are  disposed  to  let  the 
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^efendMita  have  a  new  trtal  on  payment  of  eoitu,  with  *^*j^/*^* 

liberty  to  attend  their  plea ;  and  if  that  is  the  wish  of  the     v.....;.^.^^ 

defendants,  whose  counsel  is  present,  the  Court  wiH  make       wsrsHT 

that  nilew    [Mr.  Ahxand^  assented.}    Tlieik  the  verdict      laimon. 

wtt  be  set  aside,  and  the  defendants  wiU  be  at  iibeity  to 

amend  their  plea,  and  to  have  a  new  trial,  on  payment  of 

costa. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly* 


Doe  if  Rees  e.  Williams  and  Wipe. 

Jl  HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  ppasession  j.  s^  being 
of  a  moiety  of  a  freehold  dwelling-house  and  premises,  J^SioW  eSuI, 
and  a  moiety  of  three  leasehold  cottages,  of  two  leasehold  "J**^".^*^ 
fields,  and  of  a  leasehold  barn,  all  situate  in  the  parish  of  hold  csutet 
3t.  Mary,  Kidwelly,  in  the  borough  of  Kidwelly,  in  the  g^ntedtohTm- 
couDty  of  Carmarthen.     The  cause  was  tried  before  JJ*/vJl^hoW  to 
Williams.  J.,  at  the  Carmarthen  Spring  Assiaes^  1836,  w»wifeas.i« 

feCi  and  the 

when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  leueboid  aiM 

opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case.  ^  ^*^  ofj!"' 

John  Stephens,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  entirety  of  the  j?i'^' V' j?^* 

freehold  hereditaments  whereof  a  moiety  is  in  question,  sunrive  her,  to 

and  being  absolutely  entitled  to  the  entirety  of  the  lease-  c.  s.,  by  her 

hold  estate  whereof  a  moiety  is  in  question,  under  a  lease  her^lropertt*** 

granted  to  him  by  a  Mr.  Pemberton,  by  his  will,  duly  ex-  *»  tniiteee 

ecuted  and  attested,  dated  the  31st  March,  1795,  devised  of  inheritance), 

^  i*  II  on  the  trusts 

aa  follows:—  theiein  men- 

tioned.   She 
Ifacii  bo^OBtlWi  to  diem  the  lands  oht  hdd  ssder  J.  a.'s  fHU»  to  pty  tn  ansnicy  to  M.  D.  for  her 

life.  She  also  beqoeathed  to  W.  J.  a  legacy  of  10^,  and  to  C.  i.  and  E.  J.,  her  grand-nieces, 
jDertritt  yearly  sums,  ontil  end  dnrfatg  their  period  of  apprenlkesMp.  She  then  appointed  the 
tnistces  her  exccutorsi  and  directed  that|  after  all  her  delKs  were  paid,  the  residue  of  lier  personal 
nod  real  estate  should  be  equally  divided  between  her  said  two  grand-nfeoes.  C  S.  died  in  1799, 
•ad  Hit  two  graod-nieoes  entered,  and  NQeived  the  rents  of  the  whole  property,  subject  to  the 
annuity.  In  1814,  B.J.  married,  and  in  1815  died,  after  having  had  a  child,  which  also  died. 
0pon  her  detth,  tbe  defendant  eniered  into  possession,  and  received  the  rents  of  her  moiety.  The 
annuity  to  M.  D.  ceased  to  be  payable  in  1804;  the  legacy  to  W.  J.  was  paid  in  1812. 

In  ^eetment  brought  by  the  husband  of  B.  J.  for  her  moiety  of  the  A^hoM  and  leasehold 
estates: — Oeldf  that,  under  the  will  of  C^  S.,  the  legal  fee  in  the  freehold  estates  Tested  in  the 
trustees,  and  that  a  re*  conveyance  could  not  be  presumed. 

BeUj  also,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiii;  not  having  shewn  that  the  lease  to  J.  S.  was  not  a  lease 
for  liTcs  to  hbn  and  his  heirs,  had  not  made  out  any  title  to  a  moiety  of  the  leasehold  estates. 
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£xek.  rf  Pleat,  I  give  and  bequeath  uoto  my  welt'bdoved  wifi»<Jaftli6- 
riae  Stephens^  all  that  ho|]ae»  gardenfl«  measuagea,  lands^ 
and  tenemental  sUuate)  fyingt  and  t  being  in  Xiady^treet^ 
in  the  borough  of  KidweUy,  and  county,  of  Caarmarthcn, 
in  as  ani^e  a  manner  as  they  are  by  xne  now  eiyoyed,  y 
houaei  gardena,  messuages^  lands^  and  teneikieata 
part  and  parcel  of  lands  bought  by  meof  W.  O.^Brig* 
stockej  Esq.;  and  it  is  my  further  wtU that  the  said  Ca- 
therine shall  possess,  owo>  and  enjoy  thefiame^  aheandber 
heirs^  exeeutora,  and  assigns  for  ever,  to  be  disposed  of 
as  she  or  they  shall  think  fit.  And  I  do  likewise  bequeath 
the  lease  of  Mr.  Pemberton'a  lands,  houses^  and  barn  to 
my  beloved  wife  Catherine  Stephens,  during  the  lives  of 
John  and  David  Stepfaensi  if  l^ey  should  survive  her, 
and  afterwards  to  her  heirs  whom  she  shall  fitt  (a)^  dur« 
ing  the  said  lease.  And  as  to  whatever  else  I  shalldle  poa* 
sessed  of»  the  marriage  settlement  made  between  me  and 
the  said  Catherine,  Uie  19th  day  of  July,  1773,  shall  con- 
tinue rn  full  force,  without  any  infringement,  alteration, 
or  change  whatsoever.    In  witness,  &c. 

The  testator  died  soon  after  tlie  date  and  execution  of 
his  will,  leaving  his  wife  Catherine  surviving  him,  who 
thereupon  took  possession  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold 
estate  of  her  husband,  and  continued  in  such  possessioii 
till  her  death. 

On  the  25tfa  of  September,  1799,  Catherine  Stephens, 
by  her  will  duly  executed  and  attested,  devised  as  fok 
lows:-* 

All  my  property  real  and  personal,  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  either  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder, 
or  expectancy,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Mr.  Thomas  Tay- 
lor, of  the  county  of  the  borough  of  Carmarthen,  and  Bfrs^ 
Eleanor  David,  of  the  YarmouUi  Arms,  in  the  said  bo- 
rough, in  trust  in  and  for  the  uses  and  purpoaes  foUowiog; 

(tf)  Sic* 


TaiKlTY  TBtlMi  r  WILL.  lY.  751 

vi£*>  I  gire  and  beqaeath  the  housed,  lands,  and  appur-  Sxeh.  of  p/^m, 
tenanoes  I  hold  and  am  poeaessed  of  by  the  last  will  and 
teitameiit  of  the  late  John  Stephens,  my  husband,  de«* 
ceased,  into  t^e  hands  of  the  said  Thomas  Tayloi^  and 
Eleaoor  David,  to  pay  the  sum  of  8L  of  steriing  English 
money,  vi^  lOj*  on  the  first  quarter  day  which  is  next  af* 
ter  my  decease,  and  so  contimie  every  three  months,  to 
Margaret  Davies,  during  the  natural  life  of  the  said  Marga* 
ret  Davies,  and  no  longer.  And  I  also  give  and  bequeath 
to  William  Jenkins,  of  Hendgrass,  in  the  parish  of  Lla- 
nasthney,  in  the  county  of  Carmarthen,  the  sum  of  )0/.  of 
lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  to  be  paid  in  six  months 
after  my  decease.  And  whereas  my  grand-niece,  Cathc'^ 
rine  Jones,  is  now  apprenticed  to  Catherine  Edwarils,  in 
consideration  thereof  I  leave  10/.  a  year  to  be  paid  to  the 
said  Catherine  Edwards,  milliner  and  mantuamaker,  of 
the  borough  of  Kidwelly  aforesaid,  in  regular  quarterly 
payments,  for  the  time  of  her  apprenticeship,  ending  the 
IQth  day  of  July,  1801;  and  after  the  expiration  of  her 
apprenticeship,  the  said  Catherine  Jones,  her  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, and  administrators,  upon  attaining  years  of  dis« 
cretidn,  shall  by  herself  receive  the  sum  of  5L  of  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britain,  and  in  the  meantime  receive  the 
same  by  the  executors  of  this  will,  every  year,  by  regular 
quarterly  payments.  And  I  also  give  and  bequeath  unto 
my  grand-niece,  Elizabeth  Jones,  the  sum  of  4/.  of  lawM 
money  of  Great  Britain,  to  be  paid  her  at  four  regular  quar«- 
terly  payments  every  year,  until  she  shall  attain  a  suitable 
ago  to  go  to  a  proper  apprenticeship,  and  that  the  sum  of 
41. 4fs.  be  paid  for  such  apprenticeship ;  and  the  sum  of  10/. 
for  the  first  year,  and  the  sum  of  10/.  also  for  the  second  year 
of  such  apprenticeship ;  and  also  the  sum  of  5/.  in  the  year 
to  her  the  said  Elizabeth  Jones ;  in  regular  quarterly  pay- 
ments, the  same  as  enjoyed  by  her  sister  Catherine  Jones, 
to  her  and  her  heirs  for  ever.  And  I  hereby  constitute 
and  appoint  the  above-mentioned  Thomas  Taylor  and  Elea- 
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JBad.  •/»«,  nor  David  ezecutori  rf  this  nif  wiV,  as  wdl at  guarduns 

-    of  tnjr  two  grand-nieces,  Catfierine  and  Elisabatb  Janes: 

DOB        «ttd  that  after  aH  ray  juat  and  lawftil  dabCs  are  paid,  the 

resb        residua  of  my  personal  and  veal  property  in  poasesMOo  or 

WtbUAMft.     ^  come  into  possession  of  my  said  executor*)  be  eqaally 

drdded  between  my  said  two  graad<4iieeeS|  the  legteiei 

otherwise  mentioned  excepted. 

In  die  month  of  September,  IT99,  Catbetine  Stepbens 
died,  without  having  revolced  her  will,  leaving  her  grairi-* 
nieces  Catherine  Jones  and  Elkabeth  Jones  strrrtving  her; 
and  a  short  time  after  her  death  her  said  grandnrieces 
entered  into  possession  of  the  property  so  devised  by  the 
win  of  Catherine  Stephens  to  the  trustees,  Thomas  Tay- 
lor and  Eleanor  David,  and  received  the  rents  and  pro* 
fits  thereof  to  their  own  use  and  for  their  own  beneflc 

On  the  6th  of  October,  1814,  Elisabeth  Jones  married 
John  Lewis  Rees,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiflf,  she  at  that 
time  being  in  possession  and  in  the  receipt  of  a  m6ietjr  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  and  leasehold  proper- 
ty, late  of  John  Stephens,  and  her  sister  the  said  Cathe- 
rine Jones  being  in  possession  and  in  the  receipt  of  the 
other  moiety.  After  the  marriage  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff entered  Into  possession  of  his  wife's  moiety  of  the  said 
freehold  and  leasehold  property,  and  received  the  rents 
thereof  during  her  lifedme. 

In  the  month  of  September,  1815,  Eliaabeth,  the  wife 
of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  delivered  of  a  living 
child,  which  soon  afterwards  died,  and  the  wife  also  died 
about  two  months  afterwards,  leaving  her  husband  sur* 
Tiving ;  and  upon  her  death  the  defendants  took  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  property,  and  received  both  moieties  of 
the  rent  to  their  own  use,  and  up  to  the  commencement  of 
this  action  continued  in  possession* 

The  annuity  bequeathed  to  Margaret  D^vies  by  the 
will  of  Catherine  Stephens,  was  paid  to  her  during  her 
lifetime,  and  she  died  hi  the  year  ISOi*!  and  the  legacy 
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bcquMthed  to  Thomas  Jeakiiifl  was  paid  to  him  about  the  iSc^ft.  •/*  Mu, 
y«ir  18I& 

John  St^bena  and  David  Stephens,  named  in  the  will 
ef  Jofaa  Stepbena  the  testator,  are  still  living. 

It  waa  agveed  at  the  trlalj  that  if  thia  Court  should  he 
€f  o|HQio&  that  under  the  earcuoistanoes  the  jury  ought  to 
have  been  directed  to  presume  a  conveyaaoe  from. the 
deviates  in  truit  under  the  will  of  Catbtrine  Stapbensy  the 
partieaabould  be  in  she  sasse  situation  aa  if  the  jury  had 
found  that  that  conveyance  bad  been  made  at  ibe  time  at 
vhich  the  Court  shoald  consider  s^cb  presumption  to  have 
aoriaem 

The  queation  &r  the  opinion  of  the  Court  iS|  whether 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  one^moiety 
of  the  freehold  or  of  the  leasehold  estate  late  of  the  tea«> 
tator  John  Stephens.  If  the  Court  shall  he  of  ophiion 
that  the  plainUff  ia  entitled  to  recover  a  moiety  of  the 
freehold  estate,  and  a  moiety  of  the  leasehold  estate, 
then  tha  verdict  to  stand  s  if  they  ahaU  be  of  opinion  that 
^e  idaiatiff  ia  entitled  to  recover  a  moiety  of  the  freehold, 
hut  not  a  moiety  of  the  leasehold,  then  the  verdict  to  be 
confined  to  the  moiety  of  the  freehold.  But  if  the  Court 
ahaU  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover any  part  either  of  the  freehold  or  of  the  leaaebald 
estate,  then  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant* 

The  following  memorandum  appeared  in  the  margin  of 
the  case  :-*The  question  is»  whether  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  tenant  by  the  curteayof  his  late  «ife*s  moiety 
of  the  freehold  property,  and  whether  he  is  entitled  by 
survivorship,  in  his  marital  right,  to  her  moiety  of  the 
leasehold  property. 

J.  Wilson,  for  the  plaintiff.— The  questions  as  to  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates  depend  on  distinct  con- 
siderations. First,  with  respect  to  the  freehold*  It  is 
clear  that  Catherine  Stephens  took  a  fee  under  hee  bus* 
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Xxth.  if  PUdg,  l>tod'8^in«  Underher  will  hergrand-nieces  took  as  tenants 
ifci  comtnon  in  fee«  If  they  were  ever  seised  of  a  legal 
estate  in  fee,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled, 
as  tenant  by  the  curtesy,  to  recorer  a  moiety.  The  qnea- 
tion  therefore  is,  whether  the  le^al  estate  ever  vested  in 
the  devisees  during  the  life  of  Catherine  Jones,  or  whe- 
ther it  remains  in  the  trnstees.  There  are  many  authorities 
to  shew  that  an  estate  in  trusfees  is  limited  to  the  period 
necessary  for  the  execution  of  the  trusts :  Jvnes  r.  Lord 
Slay  and  Seal  {a).  Doe  d.  White  v.  Simpson  (6),  Dae  d. 
Fldyer  v.  NichoUs  (c).  If,  therefbre,  the  legal  estate 
irested  in  the  trustees  at  all,  (which  is  doubtful,  Kentiek  v. 
Beauclerk  (d),)  a  reconveyance  by  them  ought  to  be  pre- 
sumed. IParke,  B. — ^When  do  you  say  the  trusts  were 
Mecuted  ?]  In  1812,  when  the  legacy  was  paid  to  Jenkins, 
the  annuity  having  ceased  to  be  payable  before. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  leasehold  estate.  It  does  not  dis* 
tinctly  appear  whether  the  lease  was  for  lives  or  for  years, 
but  in  either  case  the  phtinttfTis  entitled  to  recover.  If  it 
Was  for  years,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  in  his 
marital  right  to  a  moiety ;  he  does  not  datm  represents^ 
tively,  and  therefore  his  not  having  taken  out  administrfr> 
tion  will  not  affect  his  right.  If  it  was  for  lives,,  yet  it 
must  be  taken,  on  the  face  of  the  case,  to  have  been  granted 
to  John  Stephens  alone,  without  words  of  inheritance,  in 
which  case  it  would  vest  in  his  executrix  equally  with  an 
estate  for  years,  and  the  conclusion  will  be  the  same.  The 
Court  will  not  presume  a  special  occupancy. 

Chillont  for  the  defendant. — With  regard  to  the  lease- 
hold estate,  it  is  clear  the  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  the  ver- 
dict: if  it  was  a  lease  for  lives  in  the  ordinary  terms,  it  is 
admitted  that  he  cannot;  if  it  was  for  years,  it  was  neces- 
sary that  he  should  take  out  administration. 

(a)  8  Vin.  Abr.  262,  pi.  19.  (c)  1  B.  &  Cr.  336. 

(6)  5  Eait,  162.  {d)  3  Bos.  &  P.  175. 
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'-  S€€oiidIyi  M  to  the  &e^bold.-^TUe  trustees  took  a  leg^l  J?rc»*  fjf  Pi^o^ 
estate  in  fee,  for  the  purpose  of  pajing  the  annuitiesi  and 
dividing  (be  estate  between  the  grand-nieces.  K&mck  y* 
BeaueLsrk  is  distinguisbabU.  There  the  personal  estate 
was  bequeathed  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  debts,  but  the 
devise  of  the  real  estiite  was  a  direct  devisei  only  subject  Iq 
(not  qfUr)  the  payment  of  debtSj  without  any  direction  to 
the  Urustees  to  pay  them  out  of  the  real  estate.  In  Doe  d> 
Booth  v«  Field  (a)«  where  a  testator  deviled  all  his  lands 
&c  unto  and  to  the  use  of  trustees^  their  heirs  and  as- 
signsy  upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  sepa- 
rate use  of  his  eldest  daughter  for  life,  and  after  her  de- 
cease^  upon  trust  to  convey  tliem  to  the  use  of  such  per^oii, 
and  for  such  estates,  as  she  should  by  her  will  appoint, 
and,  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of  her 
right  heirs,,  it  \ras  held  that  the  trustees  took  an  estate  in 
fee*  Here  the  trustees  are  to  make  division  of  the  pro- 
perty between  the  two  grand-nieces,  and  thereupon  to  con- 
vey to  each  her  m<Hety*  Then  the  next  question  is,  could 
the  jury  have  been  warranted  in  presuming  that  such  divi- 
sion had  been  made  2  The  case  itself  negatives  such  a 
presumption.  It  is  clear  that  no  division  was  made.in  fact ; 
for  the  testatrix  having  died  in  1799,  the  grand^niecea 
entered  into  possession  and  received  the  rents  during  their 
lives,  although  the  annuity  and  legacy  were  in  course  of 
paymient  until  1812.  Dae  d.  Beezley  v.  Woodhouse  (6), 
and  Anihontf  v.  Rees  (c),  are  additional  authorities  to  shew 
that  the  trustees  took  the  legal  fee  for  the  purpose  of 
paying  the  annuities. — The  Court  here  called  upon 

WUeoni  in  reply, — ^Tbe  questbn  is,  whether  the  true- 
tees  have  any  duty  to  dispharge  which  would  render  it  ab« 
soltttely  necessary  for  them  to  take  the  legal  estate  ?  and  if 
so,  for  what  duration  ?    If  their  estate,  whatever  it  was, 

(«}  2  B.  &  Adol.  564.         {h)  4  T.  R.  89.  (c)  2  G.  &  J.  75. 
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p/«a%  detennined  duthig  the  covertuM  of  Sisiililitli  JotiM>  tbe 
lessor oftbe  phdntiff  is  entitled.  Tbe  leaning  ef  theCoun 
is  sgainst  the  legal  estate  westing  in  trustees/  unlens^it  be 
afasdiitely  necessary  for  the  jieribnninee  4>f  the  trvets:  2 
Sannd.  11,  n.  17;  Kenrick  v.  Bdauokifkt  Dee  d.  Uraod- 
coei  v«  Bafibropiu).  Here^  tbe  -otfy  duCyhopnsed  in  di- 
rect terms  on  the  trustees  is^  topiy  the  annuity  4lF  M  to 
Margaret  Davies.  The  provisions  which  follow  may  or 
may  not  be  ooMidered  a  ohnrge  of  legatees  and  deJbtsen 
tbe  real  estsbte ;  but  a  mere  ehtnrgw  does  nolvest  t^  legal 
estate  in  the  ttiislees,  unlese  they  are  to  take  some  aestte 
pait  ia  the  payweot!  ftVinv  Abr.  98&^  Doe  d.  WMi9^. 
Simp^an*  [Lord  AAinger^  G.  B«^«^By  the  eoncludii^ 
chiose^.  the  residue  of  tbe  real  property  ie  to  he  afiietfy 
divided  between  tbe  gmnd-nieces.  There  is  no  devise  to 
them  of  real  estate  till  after  the  debts  are  paid.  By  whom 
is  it  to  be  'divided?  It  is  the  same  in  effect  as  a  direction 
to  convey.]  Such  words  occur  in  every  case  where  a  tea* 
talor  intends  te»  create  a  tenancy  in  oemmen :  i|  is  to  be 
equally  divided  under  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  on  a 
bill  for  a  partitbn.  The  words  **  after  all  my  debts  are 
paid,**  do  not  postpone  the  vesting  of  the  Interest ;  that  is 
the  ordinary  mode  in  which  an  estate  is  charged  witb  the 
payment  of  debts.  At  all  events,  there  is  nothing  wbieh 
required  the  trustees  to  take  more  than  a  chattel  interest 
until  the  annuity  determined,  and  the  legacies  were  raised : 
Doe  d.  Oord  v.  Needs  (6). 

Then)  with  regard  to  the  leasehold  estate :  supposing  it 
to  be  an  estate  for  years,  no  administration  would  be  ne- 
cessary in  such  a  case  as  this,  where  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff  claims  it,  not  by  representation,  but  in  his  marital 
right,  the  term  having  vested  in  him  by  siirvivorsbip 
as  a  chattel  real :  1  Williams  on  Executors,  468,  and  the 
authorities  there  cited.    And  if  it  be  an  estate  for  lives, 

(a)  5  Taunt.  385.  if)  Ante,  129. 
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thecaie  does  not  nUUte  tbiti:  it  was  to  Stephem  and  hit  JBraftv  ypiiM^ 
heirs.(a)4    [AUer^ont  B.— -It  is  tolerably  plain^  looking  at    >«..^^^w 
the  whole  case^  that  it  was  a  lease  for  liTes  in  the  ordinary         !>»> 


terms;  the  probability  ia  that  John  and  David  Stephens 
WHO  Uvea  inlfae  lease.    It  is  for  ye«i,  however,  to  make     wmuaw* 
out  that  Iheve  is  no  suppositien  of  any  lease  that  wiU  net 
entitle  ibe  plmliff  to  judgmenti] 

L9r4  Aaiif ^K«rt  C»  B.-*-I  think  theret  Q«a  be  no  deubt» 
as  to  the  leasehold  estate,  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be 
for  the  4ofe9danl.  If  it  bad  been  found  specially  that  the 
lease  was  for  years,  it  would  be  a  different  ease;  but  the 
probability  clearly  ia  that'  it  was  for  lives.  As  to  the  free- 
hold, the  question  turns  entirely  on  this,  for  what  time  the 
trustees  took  the  legal  estate*  On  that  point  we  wiH  take 
time  to  consider* 

Car.  adv.  rult* 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  afterwards  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinobb,  C.  B.— [Having  stated  the  case,  his 
Lordship  proceeded.] — ^The  Court  intimated,  at  the  time 
of  the  argument,  that  so  far  as  respected  the  leasehold  es^ 
tates  there  ought  to  be  judgment  for  the  defendant :  and 
the  only  point  remaining  was,  whether  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiffwas  entitled  to  recover  the  freehold  estate.  The  first 
question  was,  whether  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  Csthe* 
rine  Stephens  took  the  legal  estate*  The  will  is  certainly 
obscure ;  but  on  the  whole  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that 
the  whole  legal  estate  vested  in  the  trustees;  therefore 
the  ejectment  cannot  be  sustained,  unless  the  Court  should 
be  of  opuiion  that  a  reconveyance  could  be  presumed*  We 

(a)  After  tbe  first  argument  for  lease  to  Jolin  Stephens ;  but  the 

the  pla&ntiff,  the  case  stood  over,  defendant  refused  to  consent  to 

that  it  might  be  amended  by  in-  such  amendment, 
serting  a  fioUer  statement  of  the 
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Williams. 


Mjteh.  rfpieoi,  think  that  presumption  cannot  ba  made,  under  the  circuin* 
stances  of  this  case.  After  the  detib  ^f  Uie  wife,  her 
hu3band»  the  lessor  of  the  pbiiatiff,  it«Bnri8cdsio«6ts  of 
ownership*  It  has  never  yeit  been  hid  doitotk^'.ajiiry 
ought  to  ipiesuQie  a  recom^yaisce  in .  micb  8(  caae.  Pre- 
sumptipos  are  made  in  favour  of  potseaaDn,  not  against  it. 
The  Court  being  iherefiupe  of  .Dt>inioi)  that  the  trustees 
took  the  Icigat  estate,  and  tbalfc  no  recoBTeyanee  could  be 
presumed,  there  must  be,  as  to  the  whofe  property  in 
dispute, 

Judgment  for  the  defi^ndant. 


NiOliOIiL  p.  WlLLIABM. 

/Assumpsit  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  a  farm  and 
lands  of  the  plaintiff:  the  sum  in  which  the  defendant 
was  alleged  to  be  indebted  being  105/.  The  particulars 
of  demand  annexed  to  the  record,  which  bore  date  before 
the  declaration,  were  as  follows  : — ''The  plaintiff  seeks  to 
recover  in  this  action  the  sum  of  52/.  10^.,  being  ike 
balance  of  one  yearns  rent  due  from  the  defendant  for  the 
occupation  of  a  farm  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  situate  at 
&c.,  which  the  defendant  quitted  on  or  about  the  2nd  day 
of  February,  1833.**  The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  as  to 
all  but  52/.  10^.,  parcel  &c.,  non-assumpsit;  secondly,  as 
to  521,  10^.,  residue  &c.,  payment.  The  plaintiff  took 
issue  on  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and  entered  a  nolle 
prosequi  as  to  the  52L  10s.  mentioned  in  the  plea  of  pay- 
ment. At  the  trial  before  Coleridge^  J.,  at  the  last  as- 
sizes for  Glamorganshire,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the 
occupation  of  the  farm  by  the  defendant  for  several  years 

M  to  62L  iOt,, 

residue,  payment  The  plaintiff  Joined  issue  on  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and  entered  a  noBe 
prosequi  as  to  the  plea  of  payment  At  the  trials  the  plaintiff  having  proved  an  #eaiipatloD  §k 
several  years,  at  a  rent  of  105/.  a-year,  the  defendant  proved  payment  of  all  the  rent:— A/tf,  that 
the  plaintiff  wai  nevertheless  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages. 


Assumpsit  for 
use  and  occu- 
pation, the  sum 
suted  in  the 
declaration 
heing  1052. 
The  plaintiff 
delivered  par- 
ticulars as  fol- 
lows:—" The 
plaintiff  seeks 
to  recover  in 
this  action  the 
sum  of  522. 10s., 
being  th$  6a- 
Umee  qfene 
ffear't  rent  due 
from  the  defen- 
dant for  the 
occupation  of  a 
farm,  8tc,  which 
he  quitted  on 
the  Snd  Febru- 
ary, 1888." 
The  defendant 
afterwards 
pleaded,  as  to 
qll  but  522. 10s., 
non-assumpsit; 
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at  a  j^early  tent  of  106/.,  payable  half-yearly,  the  defend-  ««?4-  ^  p^m, 
•ant  produoad  his  receipts  to  shew  that  he  had  satisfied  all    -^         '   ^ 
tbeartears of  rent. due,  and  succeeded,  in  the  opinion  of      Nicholl 
.the  leatned  Judge,  in  eatabUshing  that  defence.     It  was     Williaim. 
objected,  however,  forthe  plaintiff,  that  on  this  record,  as 
it  then  stood,  sueh  evidence  was  admissible  only  in  miti- 
gation d  damages*    The  learned  Judge  directed  a  Ver- 
dict for  llie  defendant,  giving  the  plaintiff  lesve  to  move 
to  mer  a  verdict  fc^  nominal  damages. 

In  Easter  Term,  £•  V.  Williams  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  against  which,  in  this  term, 

Chilton  and  Leach  shewed  cause. — There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  of  any  sum  due  beyond  53/.  10^., 
so  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict  for  nominal  da- 
mages on  the  general  issue.  IParie,  B. — The  real  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  if  52L  lOs.  had  not  been  paid,  the  plain- 
tiff could,  under  these  particulars,  have  recovered  any 
thing.  The  argument  for  the  defendant  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  precluded  by  his  particulars  from  going  for  any 
more  than  521,  10^,,  which  521.  lOs,  is  disposed  of  by  the 
plea  of  payment.]  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  avail  him- 
self of  a  statement  in  the  particulars  as  strongly  as  of  an 
admission  on  the  record,  and  the  plaintiff  is  strictly  con- 
fined in  his  proof  to  the  amount  demanded  in  the  particu- 
lars :  CoUoH  V.  Selby  (a),  Macarthy  v.  Smith  {b),  Duncan 
V.  HiU  (c).  [^Parhe,  B« — The  defendant  cannot  succeed 
without  using  the  particulars  :  then  the  whole  comes  to  a 
question  as  to  (he  construction  of  the  particulars.]  In 
Coaies  v.  Stevens  (</),  where  the  particulars  stated  that 
the  action  was  brought  for  SOL,  the  balance  of  an  account 
of  40/*,  and  the  defendant,  among  other  pleas,  pleaded  * 
payment  of  lOL,  the  Court  said  that  plea  was  unnecessary, 

(a)  1  Esp.  N«  P.  C.  462.  (c)  2  Bred.  &  B.  684. 

W  8  Bittfc.  145 ;  1  M.  &  Scott,         (iQ  2  C.  M.  &  R.  118. 
227. 

VOL.  II.  ODD  M.  W. 
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Mxek,  qf  PUm,  gg  payment  of  tbat  sum  w«a  admtted  by  the  pmrtieiK 


1837. 


Urs.  £ii  B0(ne$i  v«  Brotm  («>g  1^  C^wl  <dfUmtmm  Pleas 
iiteritoiolj  heUi  4hat  iu^ebf  tine  defeodfiQt  09MU^P^t^vail 
luinsfilfpf  a.  pajroieiM;  admitted  1^  Ibe  {MiritoilttfBi  wilhoot 

wi^  4i^tii)gaMhetl  on  ^he  ;groun4J(lM(>  il  ^as  a^m969m  of 
as8mf9fi0U**^Th^  C!p<irl4iei«  a$Skd  upan  •  •        m  i: 

E,  F.  Williams  wi^Ni^Mk  ii^  Aiii>p«^.a(.(he.f»iie. — 
It  was  not  coziftpetent  to  4he  de&adaot  to  gp^ioto  a  case  of 
payment, as  an  an$«rer  to  ih»  actuHii  ^ndtx  the  plei^  of  non- 
assumpsit  At  the  trials  no  velerence  w^p;  ma4#  by  the 
defendant  to  the  particulars,  as  conti:oIIJ^j[  t)ia  plsJAtiff 's 
proof;  if  be  bad  relied  on.  tben^  he  opght  toihave  con- 
tended, as  soon  as  he  had  proved  the  paypoeats,.that  the 
plaintiff  was  restrained  by  the  particulars  fro^  gw|g  be- 
yond the  6^.lOs.t  and  therefore  bad  no.  case  to.gp  pa  the 
jury  on  the  general,  issue :  but  the  case  wai»m^  alt9s?ther 
on  the  ground  tb^t  the  rent  had  been  fully  paj4*.  But, 
without  refenence  to  that^obje^^tionj  the  plaintiff  iaefititled 
tq  make  this  rule  absolute*..  If  the  argument  oo  the  p^rt  of 
the  defendant  be  good,  then^  ey^n  if  .the  plaietifrbad  ^ad 
the  strongf  St  possible  caae  in  favour  of  his :  claim  to  an 
amount  bieyond  ^2L  10#.»  he  would  equally  haveibeeip^i  pre- 
cluded from  going  into  jit«  Suppose  a  decl/iraiipn  in  }00L 
for  goods  sold,  and  particulars  giving  credit  for  the  pay- 
ment! of  502. ;  that  goods  to  the  value  of  SOI.  had  been  fold 
to  the  defendant^  and  paid  for,  and  other  801  worth  had 
been  sold  to  a  party,  as  to  whom  there  waa  a  %^estion 
whether  he  was  a  lawfully  authorised  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant or  not ;  the  defendant  pleads,  as  to  50/.,  payment,  and 
as  to  the  residue,  nourassumpsit;  and  the  plaintiff  enters 
a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  50/*  of  which. ftay men t  is  .plead- 
ed :  could  the  defendant  say,  '^  I  will  restrict  you,  the 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  674;  4  Scott,  386. 
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plaintifi^  to  the  601*,  and  as  to  that  I  hay6  pleadtd  pay* 
menl>  which  you  have  admkfedt"  The  tight  cdnsti^oG- 
tion  of  ib^  recoiled  isi  that  the  plea^  pb^nMit  ahotoM  be 
uken  to  be  addressed  to  the  £0/.  for  %rhieh  oreAit  tms 
giveil  ill  tfape  pdrtieularai  and  the  non-aasuiiitMAt  to  deiiy 
the  rest  of  the  declavitioii.  The  plainCtff  e6iM  hot  tte# 
aaaign  in  such  a  oase»  beoause  thereby  he- ^n^rald 'abandon 
one  of  the  sums  of  50/.,  and  he  would  be  unable  to  prove 
a  third.  Besides,  a  ne^  assigntnent  is  proper  only  where 
thepleaaisumes  to  answer  the  whole  dedbration;  where 
it  does  not,  the  plaintiff  may  gWe  evidence  of  that  pait  for 
which  he'  really  goesi  on  non-assumpsit:  Bull.  N.P.  17; 
1  Saund.  299,  a,  n.  (b) ;  Bamei  v.  Huni  (a),  HMt.  Middle- 
Ion  (i).  IfBfiiesi  V.  Brown  be  lki*r,  the  defendant  was 
bound  to  plead  to  the  sum  oF  68L  10^.  fbr  whfcfathe  plain- 
tiff has  given  him  credit  Ahy  distinctioVi  bift^een  debt 
and  {nd^Utatttt  assumpsit  could  hardly  be  the  fourtdiktion 
of  the  jifd^ent  in  that  Cbse  t  non-^sfcumpsit'  and  nntfquam 
indebiti^fus  equally  negfatfietbe  eitistence  6t  a  ^Utti  of 
ikett  tt^m  i^hiefa  the  legal  pti6hiise  ii  to  be  implidd ;  and  if 
the  partfcalairs  operate  as  an  adMssiofi  of  part  payment, 
tbart- admission  cannot  be  used- in  eicheif  dase  without  a 
plea  of  payment.  Theie  will  be  great  incdhvenience  in 
trNtfng  the  partiihilars  as  «f  Ibree  to  contml  tbte  leisord, 
because  they  aro  of  a  shsftitig  nature :  tiie  record  alone 
ought  to  be  looked  at  in  considering  the  effect  of  the  pleas, 
and  the  particulars  used  only  as  matter  of  evidenoci  Hi^re, 
Inytre^er,  the  defendant  having  it  in  his  power  to  pkad 
payment  generally,  has  chosen  to  pleid  it  as  to  BXL  10#. 
only,  and  by  pleading  the  general  issue  also;  to  lebd  the 
plainllffVo  suppose  that  he  denies  the  octnipation  as  to  the 
residoe.  [JFVirf^,  B. — ^You  say,  that  if  you  had  taken 
issue  on  that  plea  you  would  have  been  beaten,  because 
you  liAve  a  right  to  say  the  defendant  addresses  Umself 

(a)  11  Ettst,  451.  0)  4  AM.  fr  B.  WJ* 

D  D  d2 
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^*^^^^  to  that  sum  of  58/.  10«.  for  which  you  have  given  him  cre- 

-^    dtt}    Thatistfaeargtiment  t  be  ought  toliave  pleaded  pay* 

NioROLL      nient  geaendlyi  whereas  he  cbpoeea  toeddreaa^  hiitia^  to 

Williams,     ifte  part]Oulara»'indepelideiit]y  of  the  iMord*.  [Am(tf»  B. — 

Theplaititiiff  is  wrong  ia  the  first  ieetafi^e^^he  $iMlU  have 

declared  for  6»L  lOy.  only,]    Tkat  is  ftei  but  sorts  every 

plaietiffwbo  goes  for  a  larger  eitia  thai»  be  iehinui^by.his 

partioidars.    Here  there  dearly.  b«4' been ga«  oceitpation 

snfli&ieirf;  to  sttiiMunt  Ibe  wbb)«  lOlM.  :.'.<.' 

'CuNadirw^ak. 

Thb  judgtaent  of-  the  Ooort  waamairi  delureredilvi. 

.Pabkb,  Bi.H.-Tlie  plaintiff  ia  tbtaicaser  deQ|aBed'for<uae 
and  oeoiqpatiodti,  stating  the  defendant  to  beiadebl^din 
the  snai  of  105jL  Befbre  declaration^  ftbe  defendaal  ap- 
plied for  particulars  of  the  ptainliff'a  4emandi  a!Ml4i^<were 
accordingly)  giiM&»in  this  feroi  z^-^'^Tbe  plaintift*  eeeks  to 
reoovec  in  this  action*  the  suti  of  SSU^  LOa.^:  being  Me 
balance  of  one  yearns  tenti  &&**;  The  year's  'rent  being 
admitted  to  be.  106JL,  the  particalar  is- equivalent  io  a 
statement'  thai  the  pkaqtiff.  preceedafor  l^l»  lQf^»  half  a 
year's  rent»  :tlie  other  bidfryear's  rent  being  paid.  ,  The 
defendan*  pleaded,.aa  to  all  but  ftg/o-lOsj^  Bon-alSftsmwt ; 
and  as'toihedetlOa.^  residuor  payment.  TbteplaJAtaff 
joined  issue  on  tbe  pleaof  noo-assumpsiti  and  en^sic4  a 
nolle  prosequi  as  to  thd  pleaof  .pay«seat.  On  ibe.tcia}, 
before  my  Brother  Cotetidge^  the  plaietiff  vvent  ie^his 
case;  iihe  defendant  produced  bis  evidenqe*  en  the  qpiea- 
4ion  whether  .the  whole  year's.r«^t  was  paid  or  not;  and 
ri)e  learned  Judge  intimated  his  opinion  that  .it  waf,  end 
cyrected  a  verdict  for  the  delendant  s  but  reserved.  libeilgr 
to  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  nu>ve  to  ^nter  a  verdict  for 
nominal  damages*  In  the  course  of  the  diqcussiop,.  the 
particulars  annexed  to  the  rec<»rd  were  refeired  to  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  but  he  did  not  use  them  in  tbe  early 
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part  of  the  case,  to  confiYie  the  plaintiff  as  to  proof.    A  ^*ch,  vf  Pkoi, 
rule uMi  biKTmg>beeA  obtained  to  enter  a  rerdiet  pursuant  ^ 

to  tbe'leaiyeresepred;  ebe  question  mm  isi  whethcrit  might  Kioholl 
to  be  made  absolotte;  •W'c  4ire  of  opIinioR'tbat  it  ought.  Williams. 
Tbe'«bdle  qikdsllotiiurns  upon'  the  true  eonetru^on  of 
therpavtieulavs  and  pleadings  in  this  ease,  taken  together. 
The  pavtieolartf  were  gltvn  before  the'decdaratiefi;  but  as 
tbef  were  Mver  auiewded;  they  tmist  stand  as  if  tbey  had 
been  deliyered  with  the  deelaratidn/or  aAevwards«  These 
partieula^s  in-eilbstance  admit  the  payment  of  62L  lOs.,  a 
half-year's  rent ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  plea  of 
paymeiill  ot^Mij  10a.  relertf  to  the  som  so  admitted,  or  to 
the  balance  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover.  If  the 
defmdaM  had^  Miderat6od  at  the  time  df  the  trial  that  it 
referrecl  fo  thelliUer^  he  would  notumUy  have  imtnicted 
his  couMel  «e  iuMst  (whieii  he  did  not)  on  restricftiiig  the 
platntiff  to  g(Ang  into  any  proof  at  all ;  fbr  im  thai  view  of 
theoase  Vhere  would  hare  been  no  question  to  try,  after 
the  plaintiff 'bad  admitted  payment.  On  the  other  hand, 
unless  he  had'  meant  at  (he  time  of  pleading  to  apply  the 
plea  of  ptfyavent  to  the  S2l.  lOs.  in  question,  he'  would 
have  pleaded  imprbperly  with  a  view,  to  hi»  intended  de- 
fence. '  We  have  a  difficulty  in  saying  what  the  defendant 
ititcmdedi  bu«  we  must  construe  the  pka  as  we  think  it 
would  have  been  understood  by  tbe  plaintiff  or  any.  other 
person.  Now^  as  it  was  optional  in  the'  de&ndant  to  use 
the  partiottlara  or  not  on  the  trial  to  restrain  the  plaintiff, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  tell  whether  they  would  be  so  used; 
and  finding  the  plea  of  payment  of  52/«  10^.,  apart  of  the 
demand,  and  knowing  that  sueh  amount  had  been  paid,  he 
cbvM  ifot  saffely  have  taken  any  other  course  than  to  admit 
ihepayment — he  could  not  have  acted  upon  the  pleaas  hav- 
ing any  other  meaning  than  a  plea  of  part  payment  of  the 
demand.  In  that  sense  we  think  the  plea  must  be  under- 
stood.   And  if  the  recent  unreported  decision  {a)  of  the 

(a)  Since  reported ;  see  ante,  p.  7^- 
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V, 


^^1^7^^'  ^^'^  of  Coininon  Pleas,  in  flmest  y.  Braym,  be  right,  tbmt 
th9  d9fi»i|d9P(  «optfl  APt  hav^  availed  Mpp«)£  pf  tb?  part 
payment  afimitted  in  the  particulars,  by  reetvaining  the 
plaintiff  in  paint  of  evidence,  and  must  hate  pleaded  part 
payment,  there  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  diedning  of 
the  plea.  We  do  net,  however,  feel  it  necessary  to  decide 
whether  the  defendant  was  bound  to  plead  payment,  after 
such  a  partiofilar  as  this,  or  not ;  fbr  we  think,  whbout  re- 
lying on  that  ease,  we  must  construe  the  plea  as  Intended 
to  apply  to  tbe  payment  admitted.  To  avoid  timilkr  ques- 
tions in  future,  the  obvious  course  which  ought  to  be  por^ 
sued  in  the.  like  cases  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  adopt  the  mode 
of  declaring,  which  we  have  b^en  informed  is  now  not  un- 
frequeqt — to  aver  the  part  payment  in  the  declaration,  or 
to  ina^rt  in  the  declaration  the  real  amount  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  tp  recover^  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule 
must  be  Made  abiolMie. 

Role  uNohito* 


Assmnpcit  nir 
wages.    Plea, 
noo-aftampttt 
The  partieulara 
of  demand 
stated  a  dalm 
finr  wages  at 
15t.  per  weekt 
amoantiDg  alto- 


KsKvra  p.  Waebs* 

ASSUMPSIT  for  wages.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  AKnger,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middle- 
sex Sittings  after  last  Hilary  Term,  the  plaintiff  proved 
his  service  to  the  defendant  for  a  period  commencing  in 
April  1833,  and  ending  in  October  1836,  for  which  he 
geSer  to*iw/  claimed  payment  at  the  rate  of  15*.  per  week.  The  defend- 
aod  gave  credit  ^^^t  insisted  that  he  was  only  liable  to  pay  wages  at  the 
OQ  aocooDt  to      rate  of  7*.  a  week,  and  if  so,  he  contended  that  the  whole 

the  amount  of 
702.    At  the 

trial,  the  defendant  pnt  die  pattienUrt  in  evidence,  as  shewfaig  a  t«yinent  of  TOi: ;  and  the  Juiy 
having  found  that  the  pkunttf  was  only  entitled  to  wages  a(  the  rate  of  7s,  pev  week  (which  de- 
stroyed the  balance  oflSL  claimed  by  the  plaintiff)  gave  a  verdict  for  the  defendant: — Shli, 
that  the  particulafs  W9fn  pnperly  Morfvnd  hi  evidenee  Si  WOt  adp4mQQ  of  the  payfMqt}  and,  H 
not  having  been  objected  at  the  trial  that  they  could  only  be  used  in  reduction  of  damages,  and  not 
In  bar  of  the  action,  that  the  teidict  ought  not  to  bo  dlstnrbod. 

Omtts,  whether  payments  admitted  in  the  particulars  need  be  pleaded  (a). 


(a)  This  esse  wsi  dedded  esrlier  in  t))e  tem  4>ao  the  preceding. 
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demand  was  satnfi^d,  as  appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  par*"  E*eh,^ 
ticulars*    'The  privfieiilftrs  were  In  tile  fbltowlMp  fom  i-^ 

Tomooayp^jdbythepUiotiffforthefkfc^d-Y    £  ^,s^    d^ 

watp.m^{ox  poQej;  lent  by  the  plaiDtlflTto    .  ji .  |o    g| 

dqfiendant^  at  va^ioua  times  fronf  May  .1833 

^Sq>]tembeirl836  ,  J 

To wage^froio  April  ^»  19  S^ptemJ^ey,  26^1   ^^,yj  .  g 

1^3^^atl5«,  per  week  .    /, 

To  wage^  from  OctoVer  Jlst»  1833,,  to  ,Qc(p-  Xng    ^    q 

ber8«,  1936,  atlSi^^  per  week  / 


Payments  on  account 


148    1     2| 
.    ro    00 

18    1    2J 


It  was  objected  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  couU 
not  «a0  tISNi  ptirttculars  without  taking  the  whole  together, 
and  if  that  were  done,  then  jthat  they  shewed  a  balance 
against  him ;  and  secondly,  that  they  could  not  be  used 
at  all  for  the  purpose*  of  sbewiflg-ar  payment,  unless  there 
were  a  plea  of  payment  on  the  record.  The  Lord  Chi^f 
Baron,  however,  allowed  the  defendant  to  use  the  particu- 
lars as  evidence ;  and  the  jury  having  found  that  the  plain-- 
tiff  was  entitled  to  7^ •  a  week  only,  which  destroyed  the 
balance  of  78/.  ]«•  2^d.  daisied  by  the  plaintiff,  they  gave 
&  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Humfrey  having,  in  Easter 
Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  there  should 
not  be  a  new  trial, 

Thesiger  now  shewed  cause* — The  particulars  of  de^ 
maod  having  admitted  the  payment  of  70/.  on  aecouttt,  the 
ease  stands  precisely  the  same  as  if  there  had  betnr  a  plea 
of  payment  of  70/.  which  was  admitted,  and  so  much  struck 
out  of  the  declaration.  The  only  claim  for  which  the 
plaintiff  proceeds  is  the  balaoce  of  78/.    The  case  of 
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E9eh.^^PUaM,  Booth  V. Howurd (a),  which  was  citsd  at  the  trialt  only 
dfcklfid  Ibal  the  pitrlkidiHrs.  are/oot  intturppnted  i«  .*ihe 
deolaratioQi  as  a  parttof  k»  and*  has^aai bearing uai^^e  pie- 
sent  case.  There. Pai^e^ojfr  J^saya:-  -'Tlusy  (tferparti- 
lars)  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant^  and  although  the 
de&adant  might  have  pleaded  as  to  the  8^  9^.  6dL  the  ge- 
nerd  issue,,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  demand  payment 
of  5/. I  into;  Court,  and  would,  I  think,  have  taken  a  better 
course  if  she  had  so  pleaded,yet  I  am  nofcprapamdbtesay 
that  she  was  bound  to  do  so/*  The  particulars  shewed  that 
the  plaintiff  is  suing  for  the  balance  of  78/.,  which  ia 
founded  upon  the  claim  for  wages  at  the  rate  of  15a.  a 
week,  and  which  balance  is  ascertained  not  to  be  due  by 
tbefimlingof  tbe  jury.  ?  TJie  verdicts  was  tberaforc.^igbt. 

ftfiiU  snd/iffi«/r?»,cpnjyr^— TbciftW^  ^WW* 

cannpfe  ba  consi4^rpd  as,  ipcaxp9ra^4  ^.^^hf^f^f^lf^^ifMOu 
Acfi^rdipg  tp.  the.  ^^cisiou  qI  tfee  P^ur*  of  Qoffiff^w  J^^^ 
la^  XpTOjiia  JSr^tfjj/  v^iPr<w?».j[^)f,payalei^^t  ^luat  l^e  pleaddd, 
n^jtwUh^jtapding^anadnajissipaqf  such^pfgrin^^t  i^  tfi^partir 
cijfj^ns  ,p^  dewpp^..  ;  [iPa*;^^,^  B^-^IJow  pan  tbei  pl^i^ytiff 
ai|oi4  tli^.qosts  of  a  no^e,prQseqvi  ifti^  dif&coptimiefi.oii  a 
plea  of  payment,  otl;L^i;wise  ttan  by  an  a^fpissipi^.ipt^ia 
particular^  ?].  By  fe;|:cludirig  th^t  sum  fropn. his  declftratioD,. 
or  by. expressly  admitting  it  i|i  bis  pleadiqg  as  l^  p«iymeat 
n^fl  01^  a^Qpint,  and  then  aDc;gir)g  a  pram^e  to.piij:  Jtji^.dir* 
ferjence..  [Pqrk^,  B.— Xh*t  wpi^l41)e  atUMI^^  caur/ie». 
W,9^^4  tl\e  pftyraent  admitted  b^  .a.  tra?/Brsabte:fact? 
Lprd  4bi^er^,C^.B<-rWhut  ^ould  non  i^uippsit  put, in  . 
issue  in  si;ch  a  case  ?j  The  proipise  alleg^ds  which  is  to 
payi  tbe  ^(ftrejice,  £P<ir|^,  B.7-The  plaintiff  ?[9^1dhal!!e , 
to  9X9y%  such  a  prpipi^.  From  what  tifp/s  iroqU  tbe 
Statutie  pf.Lim^tatigiis  have  t^  run  ?  Loj^d^l^nggryQ.  SU 
Yjpu  would  ^lak^  the  decjaratipu  a  statepient  of  i^  special 

(a)  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  438.  (*)  4  Scott,  386;  3Biiig.N.C.674. 

(c)  But  ice  tie  preeedbg  esse. 
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contract  on  an  account  stated.]    Such  a  form  is  not  now  S^ek.  iff  Pkag, 

1837* 
unfret|aent  in  practice*    At  alL  events,  the  defendant  not 

having-  pleaded  pajnntnt  in  bar,  he  can  only  give  the  par- 

ticulaoB  in  endeace  in  reduction  ^of  damages* 

Lord'AElNQXK/  C»  B«-^It  is  not  necessary  to  give  an 
opinion  oil^ithct  lasit  pointy  as  that  was  not  taken  at  the 
triaL  'fEhe  pastieulArs^were  put  in  to  shew  that  the  plain- 
tiff KniHsd^  Us  claSm*  to  thebalanee,  if  any,  due  for  wages. 
Thejorjrwere  «f  opinion  that  there  was  no  baknce  due. 
The 'particulars  dnly  claimed  a  balancCi  which  was  de- 
stroyed by  the  finding  of  the  jury. 

Parke,  B.— I  think  ibis  rule  ought  to  be  diicharged^ 
because  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  was  at  all  events 
entitled  to  nominal  damages,  was  not  taken  at  the  trial. 
Had  that  point  beeh  raised,  we  should  have  had  to  consi- 
der a  ^uesttoh  which  must  soon  be  determined,  viz.  whe- 
ther a  payment  admitted  by  the  particulars  must  be  plead- 
ed. Had  it  not  beeh  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas*  in  Ernest  v.  Broum^  I  should  have  had 
litite  or  no  doubt  upon  the  subject.  Before  that  case  I 
entertained  a  sttong  opinion,  and  so  expressed  it  in  Coaieg 
V,  Sttvens  (a),  that  such  a  payment  need  not  be  pleaded. 
I  thought  that  the  particulars  were  given  to  the  defend- 
ant to  toable  him  to  know  what  to  plead,  as  w^H  as  to 
restrain  the  plaintiff's  proof  of  the  claim  in  his  declara- 
tion. In  that  view  I  agree  with  the  decision  ot  PaUesoUy 
J.,  in  Booth  V.  Howard^  that  the  particulars  are  for  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant.  It  is  said  that  in  Erneit  v.  Brown 
a  distinction  was  taken  between  debt  and  assumpsit,  with 
reference  to  this  point.  I  cannot  understand  that  distinc- 
tion, nor  am  I  at  present  satisfied  that  my  first  impression 
onthis  point,  which  I  expressed  in  Coates  v.  Stevens^WKa 


788  CASES  IM  T9K  KXCflSQUm, 

^bDflft.  of  PkmM,  wrong.    As  to  the  argument  that  the  jury  ought  to  take 

^  ^  ^     the  whole  of  the  partieuUra  together,  if  at  all,  k  ie  every 

Ksawtt       dagr's  pvactioe  to  leave  ite  a  jftny  tbo<  cradKt  wUd^  a  atate* 

mtai  laade.  hjn<a  party  id  hia.  «w»  &umt  is  entittail  to, 

andi  theyr  laayi  give  credit  to  one  part  of  the  statenmit'  and 

dUieIfewtbe«iher» 

The  feat.ftf  th^  Clauft  cwcmr^id. 
.     .    ^      .    .  .  Rn!e*w5heii€^ 


-fc^- 


ADinMmment  X'RBSPASS^  for  breakSfig  and  entering  the  plamtiff's 
•«i  hereby  oer-  hoii««' attd' exp^ng  bioK  therefi*oni|  and  retnovkig  his 
^a^tbr~     good»t  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded  libermto  teaeaieu* 

aXtM  s't^t  *******    ^*  *^®  ^'^^^  heTare  Lord  AUnger,  C.  B.,  at  the'  Mid- 

belonging  to  '  d^sex  Sittings  after  Easter  TertOi  it  appeared  in  evideiiee 

ibimnce  only/  ^^  ^^^  plaintiff 'ha ving  been  some  time  in  posaeaaion  of 

^▼t  M^imme-  ^•'^^o^e  in  qoesHon,  <he  party  under  whom  he  oeoiipied 

diate  pouession  eonveyed  the  ptemiset  to  the  defendant,  and  the  pluiitiff 

may  requiie:"  then  gave  tl^e  deiVudant  the  followhig  written  memorao- 

^wm  t^in*"  dtttti:^*'  I,  David  Barry,  hewby  certify  that  I  remain  hi 

•gRement  for  ||^  }^^^^  ^q.  8,  Swintou-street,  belonging  Co  Mr.  WIKam 

a  tenancy,  to  »  o     o 

aa  to  require  Goodman  (the  defendant)  upon  sufferance  only,  and  agree 
to  give  immediaie  possession  to  the  said  William  Good- 
man at  any  time  he  may  require.     6th  July,  1836/* 

On  this  document  being  tendered  in  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  for  the  plaintiffthat 
it  i>equired  a  stamp,  for  that  it  amounted  to  an  agreement 
for  a  new  tenancy,  not  to  a  mere  attornment.  The  Lord 
Chief  Baron  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant 
had  a  verdict. 


Keify  new  mdved  for  a  new  trial,  and  renewed  thei 
objection.    This  memorandum  amounted  to  an  agreement 
for  a  tenancy,  although  on  sufievance  only,  and  ought 
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therefore  to  haye  been  atamped :  Otmtish  t.  SeareU  (a).  BmJl  of  Pitm, 

There  Holrogd,  J^,  gays:  '^ Altomineiit  ia  the  aet  of  the    ^     ^ 

tenaiit'a  ftotifiiig ODeperkozi  in  the pboe  of  anodiev  as  hia 

landfaidt    The  tenant  who-  haa  attorned  oonthmea  to  bold 

upon  theaame  terms  aa  he  held  of  his  former  landlord.    Bat 

here  the  agreement  is  for  a  new  tenancy,  and  is  for  a;  time 

and  upon  conditions  which  may  vary  from  those  in  the  fbr- 

mer  lease,  according  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties;**  Such 

is  the  case  hete  also :  a  new  tenancy  on  different  terms, 

viz.  by  sufferance,  is  created  between  these  parties.    The 

plaintiff  will  not  be  a  trespasser  until  required  to  give  up 

possession.    In  Cornish  v.  SeareU  the  instrument  gave  the 

plaintiff  no  more  interest  than  amounted  to  an  excuse  fbra 

trespass,  unless  an  agreement  were  subsequently  made;  it 

communicated  only  a  right  to  remain  in  posaesaion  for  an 

unoattam  timej:  which  might  be  determined  the  next  hour. 

The  memoratttdum  in  the  present  caae  gives  no  less.    Th^ 

plaintiff 4oea  not  engage  with  the  new  budlord  merely  oa 

the  terms  of  the  oU.    [Alderson^  B. — It  seems  to  be  a 

mere  certificate  that  the  former  lease  has  expired.]    Ejl* 

cept  by  this  paper,  no  privity  was  shewn  between  the. 

parties ;  theie  was  no  evidanoe  that  the  defendant  wal^ 

any  tbhig  but  a  mere  stranger  down  to  the  tfane  of  ita  being 

signed: 

Lord  Abinosr,  C.  B. — It  appeared  tome  that  this  waa 
a  mer^  admission  that  the  house  was  the  house  of  Oood* 
quLn,  and  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  no  interest  whatever 
in  it.  As  to  the  agreement  to.give  it  up,  that  followed  as 
a  matter  of  eoi;i|*se ;  no  stipulation  to  give  it  up  was  ne* 
cessary. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Uttleiefttsed. 

(«)  8B.  ftOr.  4h ;  I  Maa.  ft R.  703. 
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Cue  for  driviDg  C  ASBL^TJio  fkclaratiMi  sMed^tbat  Ae.fiaUl&ff;  on.  the 

defe^nt  ^  ^  IMb  Jiaf'  of  .Macchi^  1&&7,  «as  lowrnUy  i  pdsoealMd  of  a 

^l^iTi^ctf-  Oftmage  called  a  ohaiar,  aDdiof.  a  hone  ^tbea  ^hnmritig  ibe 

riage,  in  which  HHm%  %uA  io.  wbiob  aftid  cavnage  •  Ai  Q^wbA  M.^  £U  iboMns 

were  two  of  hit    '  i..4»<i  •it.  •■« 

tons,  andbjur-  and  8«ryiinta^^h«'i)^ii)titri.v^ci.thfii^ndlhg  ifiana.«i»ng 
piei!  Tud^"^  a. public  ^  epmtPOii.bigbira)r.s  aodiliQidffiMiAaiatiPwiralso 
tirt  n^rri^'^'  then  posaeased  of  a;  cQaiiom>«tag0  ooaob.  4ben  aaad  Iky  him 
WM  under  the  f/ojr  the  c<^y9]san€4^  <tf  :$«rtaini  (pssf  ogai a  Srw^  l^piHton  to 
Kctira^f*on«  of  Cl#p4m>  wd  pf  twa  bomoa  th^a.  drawU(gt  ibe  fftoie*  and 
drivrMuXd"  ^^'^  **'^  coacb  and  horaea  iijerei  then,  under. ; the  oare, 
that  the  defen-    goiKeviifKteii|>  apd.  Ox^cUQti  of  aoerlaii),  aoT^raiit  of  the 

dantf  by  hit 

aerTint,  was  d^feodapty  wbo  »!a9  tbfip  diiviag  the  aane  $  nnrdribulesa 

^(li^riydri^  ^  dtlendant  then^.by  bia  said  aecvaot^^Q  cftrckaaly  and 

i?th*^Wndri  '"'^P^'^P^^'y  dpow,  governed»and  dtteolf^d- bis  aald^roacb 

Bon  had  driTen  and  hoasos^  that  by  and  tbroi»gb  the  caceleaaneaa  and  im- 

caren%*S^d  proper.  conduGt  of  the  defendant. by.  hia  aaid  aerrant  in 

£!!iiudoD  w'^id  ^^  bebali;  the  said  coaoh  of  the  defendant  fw  md  atmck 

hATe  uken  yviib  gf^at  fofce  and  viokttce  upoo  and  agaiaet  the  aaid 

placCi  nor  any  '  \ 

injury  haTe        oamago  of  the  pkiotiff,.  atttl  cruafaed  and  ii^naadit^  and 

iTtSc^^nSJ'.   b'^  OTO^  

hii'i^'^b^  Fkas^  first,  not  gniUy.    Secondly^  that  before  and  at  Ibe 

that  the  pUin-  said  tune  when,  &c,  the  aaid  cacdage  of  the  |4aiiitiff,  and 

the  (»!rriageao  the  aaid  borso  then  drawing  iJie  aame^were  uader  the 

fan^mCTiiy/that  fi^^'dance^  goTerDwfftiti  aumagementyaiiddiffecliiiQ  of  one 

itrananditniciL  of  tbt  said.  sons  of  the  plaintiff,  who  waatben  dMwing 

•gainst  the  de-  r  »  o 

ftndant'f  coMh,  the  aane  in  and  along  the  aaid  highway*  and  the  aaid  aer- 
thmo^f,Ti^  '^v^  of  the  defendant  was  thea  carefully,  akilful^i  and 
withont^any       property  driving  the  aaid  atage  coach  of  the  defisodttat, 

Improper  con* 

duct  of  the  defendant  by  his  serTant,  the  defendant's  coach  ran  and  struck  against  the  plaintiiTs 
carriage,  whereby  the  sttpposed  dMnagea  in  tlie  declaration  mentioned  were  oecaaionedt  •»  aart  if 
any  dainage  was  occasioned  to  the  plain tiflT's  carriage  or  to  his  sons,  it  was  occasioned  by  the  caie- 
lesanesB,  negligence,  and  improper  conduct  of  the  platnrifTs  son  so  driving  his  carriage:  ifttbont 
this,  that  the  defendant,  by  his  senmnt,  so  carelessly  and  improperly  drove  bis  cqacb«  ihft  by  and 
through  his  carelessness  and  improper  conduct  in  that  behalf,  the  defendant's  coach  struck  against 
the  plaintiff's  carriage,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.{  condndinf  to  the  aiuntry>->il«ld  bsi4  on  apecial 
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and  the  horses  drawing  the  same,  in  and  along  the  said  Ext^.  ofPha$, 

highway  :  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  if  the  said  -* 

son  of  the  plaintiffy  who  was  so  then  driving  the  said  car-       Oodoh 

riage  and*  horse  of  tfati  plafaitUCiB  and  along  the  said  higtf-       Bjktav. 

way,  and'se^had  4het  guidance,  monag^meiily  gotpeiteinaidttt, 

and  diiecdoii'  thereof,  •  had ^  drinm,  gtridedi  governed, 

managed/  aim!  d«raot«d/the  said  c^tmageand'iidMa  oPthe 

plaifltiff  eatefiilly/  skilftiUfy  and  pro>periy,  aifli'  itt  m  tnb^ 

detot^^^sMUMt-a^  h^^^^ght  101  baivH'  doM^  ^^tfa^  «6flh4ob 

wouM  l«v«  tttkM  place  between  tlve  eairriagettf'lheTdtffiH 

tifftt^d'AeMld  stage ootfeh  ^  the  ilefiMidant,  ii<:i^  wbiiM 

any  danage ^  injury  ^have'^been  iM^e^mloted  «e  rrtv^jsiii^ 

caniage^iid^hMse  oPthe  ptaintlff,  orieither  of 4ben>;><M^'to 

thfe  ^d  «ons  and'ser^anCs'^  th«  plaiiatiffy^Dr  fe^tbef 'irf 

thorny  bnt tie -ftM^er  says,  l^iitijiMt  baiflir6''Airdafthttaaid 

tine^  ^bco,  &o; j  the  <6aid^  am  and  «iirmnt3  of'  the  |^kiii«Mr 

who  s#  bad  the  guidance, 'goiMirniiient,  «aiiiigtfment/<$tid 

diveotuiirof  the  said  daitsage  lind'lioriBe^oli'thw^li*^ 

drdi^,  guided^  manag^d^  and-  direieited  tbd  same  80>QateH 

leasly,  mgligtntly,  iinaLilfully,  and  improperly^  and<  wicll 

such  velocity  and  violcMce,  in  mA  along  the  said  Mgh  waiy 

there,  that  the  saidieaniage-of  the  pUiatiff,'  ait  tba' said 

time^  when,  &c.,  rais^  atruck,'affid  ^Mm'  driven  with  greieLt 

fbrde  and  violende  upon  and  against  ^  the  said  stage  coach 

of  the  dsfoadant)  and  by  means  thtdreof;  and' without  any 

ea^efeesness  or  improper  drifing,  government,  or  direction 

of  the  sMd  coadi  and  horse84>f  the  defendant,  and  withoat 

any  carelessnese,  improper  oondoot,  or  defkult^^f  tbe'cte^ 

fbndant  by  his*  said  aertant,  'the  ooisch  of  the  defenrfant  rain 

and  striibk  upon  and  agaimtthesaideiirriageof  the  plirin- 

tMP^  wherbby  the  supposed  damages  tfnd  ifnjnvies  in  tb^ 

declaration  mentioned   were  caused  and  occasioned  as 

therein  alleged ;  and  so  the  defendant  says,  that  if  any 

hurt  or  damage  then  happened  or  was  occasioned  to  the 

said  carriage  and  faorse  of  the  plaintiff,  or  either  of  them, 

or  to  hia  aud  sona  and  aervanta^  or  either  of  them^  the 
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juHk  V P9^^  iame  happened  and' vai  ocoaaioMd-  by  theearelcsaness* 
^  ^^'  ^  negligtboei  juoskUfelfitaa^  toad  itapmper.coiidvct  ^  the 
Q9vm»  Mid  Mn  ami  aerTaot  of  Ihe  plaintiff  whoivn^so  dming 
JiKTAii.  tbe<aaid  carriage  and  horse  of  the  plaintiff;  and  which 
ruDiuuc  and  startkiDg  of  the  said  coaoh  of  the  defeodant 
upon  andagainat  the  eaid  eanri^eofitibe  plaintiff  in  Amm 
pk»»aiHioMd,  and  oanaed  and  Goeaaioned  asm  lilii  plea 
nidtioBed^  wnre  ahdan  'tfaeaiippOBeijMnnihgeiid^triking 
of  the  aatdeanriage  i>ff  Ifae/dafendant/  agajiiBi'tbetplaihtUr 
in  ihe  deeboBlioninifinlienedi  and  nrherooftbe  ^liaintiff  has 
above  themaf  eamplained  egaioat  the  defeMlant ;  triftheait 
this,  tbatidie  defiandaatat  die'8aU.tmie,aibeB;  ^,hj 
hia  aaid  aervanti  ao;  icatelafiaiy  (and uiiaprnpflriy  4ivre^ 
geverned) and dieacted  hi».aaid eoaoh andfaoraeaf  t&at  by 
aad  thtoqgfa  theeiHralefinoMaQd  ia^)idper^ildect  of  the 
defendhnit  by  hiasaid  aervaotiw  that  bdMdii  the  oaMh^  of 
the idafandant  then  ranand  atmek,  to.,  iq aawieri  and 
foimea  the  pkimiff  hiaebeve  Aeieof  ooiqplaibadega&iat 
him  the  defendant  t  oaMdudingto4becounlivyi 

SpeiM  demurreri  en  Ae  gromd  that  the  plea  waa  argu*- 
mentativei  aad  amounted,  to  the  general  iMne,  and  that 
divers  unneoMiary  and  auperfinoua  matters  irere  stated  iti 
it,  and  also  divers  of  the- niattars  contained  in  It  «eve 
stated  hypethedoa^,  end  without  any  certain:  orpositive 
or  direct  allegation  thereuf.    Joinder  in  demuvrer^  • 

Jtmmell  GmmeyM  tnpport  of  the  demerrais  waa  stepped 
bytheCoufC 

JCfftfy,  id  support  of  the  pka*— The  question  isy  whether, 
since  the  tieMr  rules,  the  pleais  open  to  a  apeeial  deasunar, 
on  the  ground  that  it  amoonts  to  whaS  is  now  adlcd  the 
general  issue  in  caaa  The  dd  ganend  issue  was  much 
more  comprehensire  than  the  new  plea  of  not  guilty. 
Befote  the  new  rules,  release  or  payment  might  hare  been 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue,  though  they 
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might  also  hflv«  bmni^Mdad.    A  f  Ite,  tbeffefqre,  woaU  ^Bm*; 
not  Aita  h^ro  Rtrt>mwrily  beta  biHl  beetate  Amoanliiij^:  to 
the  gmeral  inue*  Bat  tbe  dbjaclion  hcte  loao  wiy  be  that 


the  t>lea  amoHntB  to  mi  gmliy-^not  to;  tba  ^gmtettiliiuud  t  Mmyam, 
they  nvere  syoonynkKis  until  the  new  roles^  but  tibiey  jwe 
not  aa  anwt  Ihene  in  now m  general. iisiieimta^^u  Each 
of  Ifatiboea  allegation  in  tba  desimmtiom-^tkmtpMatmkA 
of  Uie  {)laiB^ffr*«tbe|m8amoii  of  tbed^adhnt^'^fancbUs 
negUganae^;ii  a^naUy  iKttSMary  to  the  jnatnteaaiice  mttho 
aetlott«.  am}  the  denial  :af  any  lafdntn  flitalitoiittijtfaa 
danail  <ef;tkaflM^]genee  goaaimdar  tba  aid  nane  of  .^^  nbt 
guilty^"  buA  %  ia  in  fmt  no  moisa  than  tiia  othsra-*^  dentid 
of  a  partiaKfanr  idlegation  in  tbe  dedaralioiK*  {/Udereomi 
B*«^Tbe  rtaaanof  ibe  nikiwai^itbatlq^'tha'ganeiaHaBiia 
yon  giveftbe  fdatatiffan  opportunity  oS  aeveitel  drepiieiitiaHii 
Wherata  by  pleading  the  same  defanoa  apedaify  ysandtfivtt 
him  to  aae  refdicationy  taiiiag  iaaae 'om  ane^fadtu  .  Kaitiadi 
the jfiaidfW  ieeme  laicea  one  ftai  only^  tfaat.£teaoil;daeafiot 
Apply*]  Haeatbe  plea  of  not-guilty.  wonid«iily>hate  tiM 
efieot  of  jfaiaing  anioine  mi  the  mane  lactiaf  .negBgsike ; 
thia  plea  therefore  puts  the  plaintiff  in  aadifierent  'candi* 
tion*  The  object  of  the  new  mlea  wat,  that  ^he^parttes 
might  know  the  precise  issue  to  be  triced ;  and  that  ^object 
ia  fiirtiiefod  by  ao<4i  a  plea  as  the  present  But  fuitiier, 
inasmueh  aa  it  is  comCstent  with  the  allegationa  In  the 
declaration  that  the  injury  arose  partly  by  the  plaintiff *8 
negUgeaeei  (which  wauld  be  an  aoawef  to  tfaeactfon),  Iha 
traverse  in  this  form  does  not  necessarily  amount  teethe 
general  issue  as  at  present  framed.  [Lord  Abtnger^  C.  B. 
— The  plea  deniee  any  negligence;  but  the  deckirBllon 
ascribes  the  whole  injury  to  the  defeodantfa  negHgence. 
The  plea  therefore  is  in  effect  the  same  as  not  guilty. 
Aldersan,  B«*-^The  whole  of  the  ihduoemeiit  here  appeara 
to  be  superfluous.  The  only  afRsat  of  an  inducement  'b 
to  raise  the  law  for  the  consideration  of  theCoarti  and  t6 
qualify  the  effect  of  the  special  traverse :  but  this  induce* 
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MadL  tf  Pka$,  ment  does  no  such  thing.]    It  may  be  qoesdooed  wbedier 


1837. 


the  nutrodaction  of  merely  soperflaons  matter  is  groond  of 
Goo«H  special  demoner ;  the  proper  course  is  to  ^pfy  to  a  Judge 
Betas.        tO  bsTC  it  stmck  out 

Lord  Abikoer,  C.  B. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  plea  ii 
bad.  The  principal  ground  on  which  a  special  pies 
amounting  to  the  general  bsne  has  been  held  bad  on 
special  demurrer,  is,  that  it  contams  superfluous  and  unne- 
cessary matter.  As  this  plea  concludes  to  die  conntry,  dm 
perhaps  forms  the  only  objection  to  it;  if  it  had  concluded 
with  a  Terificationy  it  would  have  been  more  vidooa,  1 
it  would  driTe  the  plaintiff,  in  his  replicadon,  to 
some  particular  fact  to  take  issue  upon.  I  do  not  accede 
to  die  proposition  that  the  new  rules  have  altered  the 
nature  of  the  general  issue ;  they  have  only  cireuniBeribed 
die  species  of  evidence  which  may  be  giren  under  it,  but 
have  still  left  the  general  issue,  as  pleaded  to  such  parts  of 
die  dedaralion  as  it  applies  to,  the  same,  and  all  the  old 
objections  arising  on  it  equally  sustainable  as  before. 

BoLLAND,  B*,  concurred. 

ALDBBao9,  B* — ^It  is  laid  down  in  Conyns*  Digest  (a), 
that  **  when  a  man  has  no  special  matter  for  his  joatiflca- 
don  or  excuse,  he  ought  to  plead  the  general  issue,  tfa  aaotf 
protiaiip  in  the  record,**  I  take  that  to  be  the  mle  ap- 
plicable hers* 

OuBNBT,  B.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  phdatiff. 
(s>Plesder,B.,15. 
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Brikd  t;.  Dale. 

Assumpsit.    The  declaration  stated  Ijbat  the  .defen-  Anumpiit; 
dant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  promise  f^^dmnt  Jm  ^ 


thereini^ter  menticuied«  wa^  a  coiunon  carriejc.  of  goods  in    .    ^ 

'  **  ner,  to  recover 

anfL  ky  ^^^A^in  <i^^i  froqi, divers  p^pato  ^iwprs  q^her  the  Taiue  of 
placesi  and.tbereiippAtbe.plaintifirtberejtofore^  to,wit^on  tohim/tobe 
the,14tli  Nov^e^,  I8§!6,,.at  tfig.^qpept.o^.t^^e.d^ifen.  ^^^^^^ 
dant,  ca^^ed.to  be  4i7UYi;red,,|U>  4)ipii»  as  mchf^mi^Xf  *  riedbyhiin,M 
certain  trunk  cpnjtaii^jng  certain. gopds  and  cp^^Utl^rein  hit  cart,  from 
partiQjiilar)y;dea4?rj^be4i  to  be  tals;e;i;i  care  of  an4  s^^y  and  there  safeir 
securely  aL^ied.-a»i»d,f^n^eyed  }>x  t^ie.djefepdafit,  ,a^.^ch  Jf^^fo7lhe^ 
carrier,  'm  a.^d  by  th^  aai^  cart,  from  a  place ji$)led.Ki^ol-  pWndff,  but 

which  — *-* 


son'a  Whc^rf ,tp  ^  pl^ci^  called  Broc^k's  Mlfbarf^  .and  tb^re  to  lott  by  hu 
be  safely,  and  f  purely  delivered  by  the  dafepdapt  |iwr  the  nfil^S^rwhen 
plaii^^iffi    Th^.dBciajtatipn  tM  ^UpgeA  in,  the  usiiaJ:  terms  ^^f^/^'f^'^' 
a  promise  by  the.  defendant  saff^ly  to  carry  .and  convey  and  goods,  an  ex- 
deliver  the,  goods,,  an^l  a  breach  in  not  carrying  .WkCply,  Snd*«^aien" 
whereby  the  trunk ^aijid  its  conteojts.were  lojrt,.     ,  bStwn^him 

Fifth  plea,  that  at  the  said  time  when  he,  the  defend-  •^^  the  piain- 

*^  tiff,  that  the 

ant,  received  the  said  goods  and  chattels  from  the  plain-*-  plaintiff  ihottid 
tiff,  and  at  the  time  the  said  supposed  promise  of  the  de*  ^"^^"watch 
fendpiit  If  as  vn^,  an  e;i  press,  conditbn  and  agreement  {|^e^|^i_ 
was  then  made.and  ei^ered  into.betipieeji  tbe.pUintiffand  being lott or 
the  defendaDtf  that  is^.  to  £ay,  that  whilat  the  defendant  he  neglected 
carried  and  conveyed  the  said  trunk  witfa^tbe  8aid< goods  todoTb^wMwn 
and  chattels  in  and  by  his  said  -cart  from  tbe  saidi  place  ^^^^t  u>d 

not  by  zeaaon 

called  Nicholson's  Wharf  to  the  said  place  called  Brook's  of  any  negu- 
Wharf,  he  the  said  plaintiff  would  accompany  and  follow  defendant,  the 
tbe  said  cart  of  the  defendant,  and  watch  and  protect  the  {^|^^^ 
said  goods  and  chattels  from  being  stolen  or  lost  out  of  the  bad  on  special 
said  cart ;  but  that  the  plaintiff,  contrary  to  the  said  con«  amounting  to 
dition  and   agreement  in  that  behalf,  wholly  neglected  usuT'^'^ 
and  refused  to  accompany  and  follow  the  said  cart,  or  to 
watch  and  protect  the  said  goods  and. chattels  from  being 

VOL.  II.  E  E  E  M.  W. 
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EteK,  ^  PUoi,  stolen  or  lost  from  the  said  cart ;  by  reason  whereof,  and 
1837. 

-■     not  by  reason  of  any  negligence,  carelessness,  or  inipro- 

Bund        per  conduct  in  the  defendant  or  his  servant,  the  said 

Dale.        goods  and  chattels  were  lost    Verification. 

Spedal  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  firftt,  that  the 

said  plea  does  not  properly  confess  the  promise  in  Ae 

dedaration;  secondly,  that  the  matter  of  defence  m  the 

said  plea  amounts  to  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and  ooghl 

to  have  been  so  pleaded.    The  raai^ginal  note  staled,  that 

the  phihHiflF  would  also  contend  that  the  plea  was  bad  ui 

substance,  hiasmuch  as  the  engagement  entered  into  by 

the  plaintiff,  without  consideration,  couM  not  limit  the 

defendant's  liability  as  a  common  carrier. 

BarsiaWf  in  support  of  llie  demurrer.  The  defendant 
is  in  this  dilemma— either  the  plea  anMninta  to  the  general 
issne,  or  it  is  no  answer  to  the  action.  It  sets  up  a  can* 
tract  diffeient  firom  and  jncompatiUe  with  that  aU^ad  in 
the  daclai^tioD<    The  Qpust  then  called  upon 

W^  H.  Watson,  to  support  the  plea.-i-Tbe  d^lacalion 
alleges  the  defendant  to  beaoopmoncairiec;  and.  avers 
a  delivery  to  him  as  nu^\u  Though,  that  aUegation  be 
true,  there  may  yet  be  a  spi)«ial  ^g^qenMBnt,  by  wiy  of 
qualification  of  kis^.general  liability^  [Parish  B.-rThc 
declaration  says,  the  goods  iirc^  deliveredl  to  he  taken  etas 
9f  by  Ih^  defendant ;  the  plea  says  they  were  not«3  'Hie 
defendant  eays  in  subatencai  ^  I  admit  I  veceiied  the 
goods  as  a  common  cacrier»  but  I  ma^  alsa  a^oqllmeral 
agieement  thai  the  plaintiff  «hoaI4  watch  Aenu*  The 
defendant.  woiMld  have  his  remedy  over  against  the  plaintiff 
fejc  not  wetcbing  the  goods  psuvmnt  to  bia  ^gveefient» 
and  so«  to  avoid  circuity  of  aejtion,  it  is  seA  np  in  t)pe  plea 
in  discharge  of  the  phintiff^s  cause  of  action.  [iW As^.  B« 
r— The  effect  of  the  agreement  ia  to  protect  the  csunaac 
^om  thefk  ox  loss:  that,  quelifiea.  the.  OMitm^t.]    tf  the 
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Court  is  of  optnionr  that  it  amounts  to  a  qualification  of  Mt^  9f 
the  plaintiff's  eontract,  not  to  a  substantial  and  colkteral     ^    ^' 
eontfaet,  the  plea  certainly  cannot  be  sustained. 

Per  Cwrianh-^ 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifil 


Woods  9.  Reed. 

X  HIS  WES  ttn  action  of  trespass,  brought  by  the  plaintiff  Under  the 
against  the  defendant  for  the  seising  and  taking  of  certain  ^ndonA^^ 
goods  of  the  plaintiff.    The  defendant  pleaded  the  gene*  l^^^Le^^ 
ral  issueH-^nof  guilty ;  and  issue  ba?ing  been  joined  there-'  of  a  boroogh 
OR,  the  followTng  case  was,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  to  make  ^00- 
sCated  under  a  judge's  order  for  tbe  opmion  of  the  Court,  'p*^^  ^^ 

After  the  passing  of  the  aet  of  Parliament  5  &  6  Witt.  4v 
e.76,  ''for  the  regulation  of  miriliciilal  corporations  in 
England  and  Wales,"  irarbns  e&penseahad  been  and  were 
necessarily  incurred  in  and  by  tbe  borough  of  Stamford, 
m  the  county  lof  Lnhcdb,  being  one  of  the  boroughs  within 
the  operatiou  df  tbsrt  startnte,  in  catrykrg  Into  efibctthe 
provisions*  of  the"  said-  act;  And  Ihe  boroogh  fund  of  the 
said  borbugh  not  being  sufficient  fbr  the  payment  of  sucb 
expenses^  at  ah  adjoatried  meeting  of  the  council  of  the 
said  borougb,  pursuant  to  notice  bePore  then  given  for 
that  purpose,' duly  held  at  the  Town  Hall,  in  and  for  the 
said  borough,  oh' Saturday  die  l^th  May,  1837^  at  which 
the  mayor'  and  th6  toajor  part  of  the  councillors  of  the 
said  borough  were  present,  the  council  of  the  said  bo- 
rough estinfiated,  as  correctly  as  might  be,  what  amount, 
iit  addition  tb  th^  borough  fiind,  woold  be  sufficient  and 
neieessary  for  thfe  payment  of  the  expenses  which  had  been? 
so  incurred  in  catrying  into  effbct  tbe  provisions  of  the 
aoid  arct,  the'^amouiu  of  snch  estimate  being  ^)6A  ^.  1)(£ ; 
and  by  an  order  thm  duty  mo^  at  suck  meetkig,  aftei^ 

eee2 
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Bxeh.  ofPleoif  reciting  that  by  the  accounts  of  the  said  borough  and 
^  otherwise,  it  appeared  that  since  the  passing  of  the  said 
Woods  act  of  Parliament  various  expenses  had  been  necessarily 
Bsin.  incurred  in  the  said  borough,  in  carrying  into  efiect  the 
provisions  of  the  said  act  therein,  and  that  the  borough 
fund  of  the  said  borough  was  not  sufficient  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  such  expenses,  and  that  a  considerable  sum  in 
addition  to  such  fund  would  be  necessary  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  and  that  it  appeared  to  the  said  council  so  assem- 
bled, and  they  had  estimated  and  did  thereby  estimate  as 
correctly  as  might  be,  that  the  sum  of  2S16i.  2s.  l|dl  was 
necessary  and  sufficient  to  be  raised,  in  addition  to  the 
said  borough  fund,  to  satisfy  and  pay  the  expenses  so  in- 
curred in  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  said 
act  of  Parliament ;  It  was  ordered  by  the  said  counciU 
that  a  borough-rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county-rate  should  be 
made  in  the  said  borough,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the 
said  sum  of  S3 16/.  2s.  l|cf.  so  estimated,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose that  there  should  be  assessed,  and  the  said  council 
did  thereby  assess,  upon  every  parish  thereinafter  named, 
(the  same  respectively  lying  and  being  within  the  borough 
aforesaid),  the  several  and  respective  sums  of  money  there- 
inafter mentioned  to  be  charged  on  every  such  parish 
respectively,  that  is  to  say — 

Upon  the  Parish  of  All-Saints  -    £639  10    4| 

Upon  the  Parish  of  Saint  Mary 

Upon  the  Parish  of  Saint  Michael  - 

Upon  the  Parish  of  Saint  John 

Upon  the  Parish  of  Saint  George  - 

Upon  the  Parish  of  Saint  Martin  - 

The  same  being  and  after  the  rate  of  2s.  IJdL  in  the  pound 
upon  the  full  and  fair  annual  value  of  the  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  rateable  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor  therein ;  and  the  said  council  did  thereby  fur- 
ther order,  according  to  an  act  of  Parliament  made  in  the 
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fifty<*fi{th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  Each,  of  PUat, 
the  Third,  intituled  ''An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  his  Ma- 
jesty King  George  the  Second,  for  the  more  easy  assess- 
ing, collecting,  and  levying  county  rates,"  and  the  several 
other  acts  of  Parliament  relating  thereto,  and  the  said 
act  of  6  Will.  4,  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  poor  of  each  and  every  parish  aforesud  respectively, 
out  of  the  money  collected  or  to  be  collected  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  of  each  and  every  such  parish  respectively, 
should  pay  to  the  high  constable  of  the  said  borough  the 
respective  sums  of  money  so  as  aforesaid  rated  and  assess- 
ed upon  such  parishes  respectively,  within  a  certain  time 
in  the  said  order  mentioned  next  after  demand  thereof 
made  in  writing,  to  be  given  to  the  said  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parishes  respectively, 
or  any  of  them,  or  left  at  their  or  any  of  their  houses, 
or  aflBzed  on  one  of  the  church  doors  of  such  parish  to 
which  such  officers  should  belong,  by  the  said  high 
constable,  which  demand  the  said  high  constable  was 
thereby  directed  to  make  with  all  convenient  speed ;  and 
that  the  said  high  constable^  being  also  the  treasurer  of 
the  said  borough,  should  pay  over  the  said  monies,  when 
received,  to  the  account  of  the  borough-fiind,  to  be  a|K 
plied  for  the  purposes  of  and  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  act:  and  that  in  case  such 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  any  of  them, 
should  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  any  of  the  sum  or  sums 
of  money  thereby  assessed,  after  demand  as  aforesaid,  the 
said  high  constable  should  and  he  was  thereby  empowered 
to  levy  the  same  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  such  overseers  of  the  poor  so  refusing  or  neg- 
lecting to  pay  the  same  as  aforesaid,  by  warrant  for  that 
purpose  first  had  and  obtained  under  the  hand  of  the 
mayor  of  the  said  borough,  and  the  seal  of  the  sud  bo- 
rough, rendering  the  overplus,  if  any  there  should  be 
after  deducting  the  money  assessed  and  the  charges  Of 
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Sgek.  if  Pkm,  such  distress  and  sale,  to  the  respective  owner  and 
vJ!JL/    thereofc 
WooM  In  pursuance  of  the  said  order,  the  defendanti  being 

the  high  constable  of  the  boroughi  and  who  held  a 
rant  for  collecting  the  said  borough*rate,  issaed  hia 
rant  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parbh  of  Saint 
Mary,  in  the  ssid  borough,  requiring  them  to  pay  to  him, 
within  the  period  so  described  for  that  purpose,  out  of  tka 
money  collected  or  to  be  collected  for  the  nelief  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish,  the  said  sum  of  1T9^  8a.  9dl« 
being  the  proportion  of  the  last-mentioned  parish,  to  be 
paid  for  and  towards  the  said  borough-rate  in  the  nature 
of  a  county-rate,  mentioned  in  the  said  order.  The  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Mary  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  pay  any  part  of  the  said  sum  of 
17S/.  S#.  9d.  to  the  defendant,  the  high  constable,  within 
the  limited  time;  and  the  said  sum  being  in  arrear,  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  ihe  overseers  of  the  said  pariah 
at  the  time  the  said  order  for  the  borough*rate  was  roade» 
and  has  held  that  office  continnally  from  that  period,  was 
duly  summoned,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  ata^ 
tute,  for  the  nonpayment  thereof,  and  a  warrant  of  distreas 
was  thereupon  granted  under  the  hand  and  sea}  of  the 
Mayor  of  the  borough,  directed  to  the  defendant,  requiring 
him  forthwith  to  make  distress  of  the  gooda  and  chattels 
of  the  plaintiff  and  Joseph  Barfield,  the  other  overseer  of 
the  said  parish,  who  had  also  refused  to  pay,  and  been 
summoned  for  the  nonpayment  of,  the  aaid  sum  of  179A  Sa. 
9iL\  and  the  said  defendant  was  thereby  commanded,  that 
if  within  the  space  of  five  days  next  after  such  distreas  by 
the  defendant  so  to  be  taken,  the  said  sum  of  1791.  S$,  9c/«, 
together  with  reasonable  charges  of  taking  and  keeping 
the  said  distress,  should  not  be  paid,  thedefoadant  should 
sell  the  goods  and  chattels  so  distrained,  and  out  of  the 
money  arising  by  such  sale  should  detain  the  sum  of  179L 
its*  9d.9  and  also  his  reasonable  charges  of  tpking»  kaepiQg, 
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and  sellitig  the  snid  duti^ss,  rendering  to  them  the  said  £mA.  ^PUm^ 
overseen  the  overplue  on  demand* 

Under  cUs  warrant  the  defendant  took  and  distrained 
the  goode  mentiooed  in  the  declaration  in  this  cause* 

ThA  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  council  of  the  said  borough  could,  hy  virtue  of  the 
said  statute  6  &6  WilL  4,  c*  7(j,  legally  order  a  horough- 
rate  in  the  nature  of  a  oounty-rate  to  be  made  within 
their  borough,  for  the  payment  of  the  said  expenses  which 
had  before  than  been  incurred  in  carrying  into  eflSsct  the 
provisions  of  the  aaid  act 

If  the  Conrt  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  aflbrmatave 
thereof,  then  the  pliintiff  agrees  that  a  judgment  should 
be  entered  against  him  of  nolle  prosequi*  immedtalely  afiw 
the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise  as  the  Court  may 
think  fit:  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinbn, 
then  the  defendant  agrees  that  judgment  shall  be  entered 
against  him  by  confession  for  40a.  damages,  immediately 
after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise  aa  the  Court 
may  think  fit;  and  that  judgment  shall  be  entered  accordp 
ingly. 

Alesaader,  for  the  plaintiff*-*-The  question  depends  on 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  9Snd  section  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  wliereby  it 
is  enacted,  that  ''  in  case  the  borough  fund  shall  not  be 
sufiicient  for  the  purposes  thereinbefore  mentioned,  the 
council  of  the  borough  is  thereby  authorized  and  required 
from  time  to  time  to  estioiate,  as  correctly  as  may  be,  what 
amount,  in  addition  to  such  fund,  will  be  sufiicient  for  the 
payment  of  the  expenses  to  be  incurred  in  carrying  into 
effect  the  provisions  of  the  act ;  and  in  wder  to  raise  the 
amount  so  estimated,  the  council  is  thereby  authoriaed  and 
required  from  time  to  time  to  order  a  borough-rate  in  the 
nature  of  a  county-rate  to  be  made  within  their  borough  >** 
and  for  thai  purpose  the  council  are  to  have  all  the  powera 
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Brek.  of  Phai,  which  are  giiren  to  justices  in  sessions  by  the  55  Geo.  S, 
^  ,    ^  '  ^     C.51.    The  language  of  these  provisions  is  altogether 
Woods       prospective.    The  council  are  to  estimate — a  term  clearly 
•Rbsd.        prospective  in  its  operation — the  money  necessary  for  pay* 
ment  of  the  expenses  to  be  incurred.     This  is  a  proceed- 
ing altogether  different  from  calculating  what  is  suffi- 
cient for  payment  of  expenses  which  have  been  incurred. 
The  reference  to  the  55  Geo.  S,  c.  51,  strengthens  this 
conclusion.     The  justices  would  clearly  have  no  power 
under  that  act  to  make  a  retrospective  rate :  Rexfm  Jusiieet 
of  Flintshire  (a).     The  same  is  established  with  respect 
to  church  rates :  Rex  v.  Chapehoardens  of  Hayworih  (6), 
and   gaol    rates:  Cortis   v.  Kent    Water    Works    Cam" 
pany  (c). — The  Court  then  called  upon 

'  N.R.  Clarke  for  the  defendant. — It  is  impossible  to 
contend  that  the  rates  are  always  to  be  made  prospectively, 
consistently  with  other  provisions  of  the  act*  Debts  must  of 
necessity  have  been  incurred  before  there  existed  a  council 
who  could  make  a  rate  at  all.  It  could  not  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  that  debts  should  be  incurred 
by  a  borough  which  it  should  have  no  means  of  paying ; 
all  that  is  intended  is,  that  the  new  municipal  bodies  shall 
not  be  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  old  corporation.  The  ex- 
penses for  which  they  are  to  make  provision  are  therefore 
to  be  expenses  "  to  be  incurred" — ^that  is,  to  be  incurred 
after  the  passing  of  the  act.  Again,  they  are  to  estimate 
the  amount  **  as  correctly  as  may  be  ;*'  the  act  therefore 
contemplates  that  they  may  be  short  in  their  estimate;  if 
so,  may  they  not  make  a  new  rate  for  the  overplus  ?'  It 
must  often  be  impossible  to  calculate  precisely  &  priori 
what  will  be  the  amount  required.  Rex  v.  Justices  of 
Flintshire  is  not  an  authority  against  the  defendant :  that 


(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  761 ;  I  D.  &         [h)  12  East,  556. 
R.  470;  2  D.  &  R.  843.  (c)  7  B.  &  Cr.  314. 
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was  the  case  of  a  rate  made  to  reimburse  parties  for  a  debt  Bxek.  nf  pitmh 
previously  contracted,  which  was  undoubtedly  bad.     [AU  - 

derson^  B. — ^The  general  principle  is,  that  you  cannot  Woom 
charge  a  man  for  services  which  have  been  of  no  use  to  rbbd. 
him.  Of  what  benefit  are  the  services  of  last  year's  re« 
corder  to  a  man  who  comes  to  reside  in  the  borough  this 
year?]  Every  one  who  comes  into  the  borough  has  the 
means  of  knowing  the  amount  of  the  existing  charges  on 
the  rates :  by  section  93,  accounts  of  the  receipts  and  dis- 
bursements are  to  be  entered  by  the  treasurer  in  books  to 
be  kept  for  that  purpose,  and  when  audited,  a  full  abstract 
of  the  accounts  is  to  be  printed,  and  to  be  open  to  the  in^ 
spection  of  all  the  rate-payers*  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — 
That  is  after  the  accounts  have  been  made  up  and  passed.] 
The  first  election  of  councillors  after  the  passing  of  the 
act  was  to  be  presided  over  by  the  old  mayor,  who  was 
authorized  to  provide  polling  books,  &c. ;  and  the  ex* 
penses  of  that  election  are,  by  section  92,  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  borough  fund,  and  if  that  be  insufficient,  by  means 
of  a  rate.  These  were  expenses  "  to  be  incurred'*  in  car- 
rying into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  act  (a).  It  is  very 
different  where  they  are  expenses  not  necessarily  incurred 
until  the  council  have  money  in  their  hands.  A  church- 
warden is  not  bound  to  lay  out  any  money  until  he  has 
funds  in  his  hands ;  and  on  that  ground  Rex  v.  Chapel' 
wardens  ofHaworih  was  decided.  Again,  the  objections 
to  retrospective  rates  have  always  been  in  cases  where  the 
money  was  advanced  to  reimburse  some  party.  If  a  retro- 
spective rate  be  in  all  cases  invalid,  the  only  mode  whereby 
the  council  can  secure  themselves  is,  by  making  a  rate  for 
too  much,  which  will  be  productive  of  more  injustice  than 


(a)  It  was  admitted,  in  the  course  for  the  expenses  of  the  first  year's 

of  the  discussion,  that  a  consider-  registration,  and  the  salary  of  the 

able  part  of  the  amount  assessed  recorder  for  the  first  two  years, 
hy  the  rate  made  in  this  case  was 
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Utk.  ^  Pi$^  the  maktog  of  a  letrospeethre  rate.    Are  all  the  ofi( 
who  have  been  employed  in  the  boroiigli«-wmlcliiDen» 


WoeM  ttobles,  &c. — all  the  parlies  who  have  tnisled  the  oorpo» 
ntion,  to  lose  their  salaries  and  paymeats  t  By  seetioB  8S^ 
special  constables  are  to  be  called  out  by  the  jneticea  in 
case  of  need«  and  to  be  paid  a  certain  amount  a  day  by  the 
eeuncil.  This  is  a  demand  which  could  not  be  foreaeao 
or  estimated*  {AUerson,  B.-»You  might  urge  the  aaase 
argument  as  to  county  and  poor's  rates  t  the  anamer  is, 
they  must  have  money  In  hand*  Lord  Ahtrnger^  C  &-— 
They  would  then  proride  for  that  extraordinary  CTpeuae 
out  of  the  funds  in  hand,  and  immediately  make  a  »ew 
rate  to  supply  it.]  Suppose  the  case  of  a  rate  miashrd 
for  some  technical  informality, — ^would  not  the  legialafture 
have  made  prorision  for  that  case^  if  they  had  isfcended 
that  the  rates  should  be  prospective  only  ?  More  injuatiee 
wiQ  be  done  by  making  excemive  rates,  and  so  taxuig  for 
future  expenses  inhabitants  who  may  leave  the  borottgh 
in  the  meantime,  than  by  taxing  all  the  actual  inhabitants 
for  expetises  abtady  incurred* 

Lard  Abihokb,  €*  B.-*--* We  must  construe  the  act  of 
Parliament  according  to  its  words,  and  any  imaginary  or 
even  real  ineonvenienee  which  may  result  to  any  partiou* 
lar  borough  tennot  govern  our  judgment:  otherwise 
there  would  be  one  law  for  Stamford,  and  aoolhet  lor 
Nottingham  :-*this  is  a  general  law,  and  must  be  con- 
strued generally.  If  the  words  of  the  dause  were  noS  ao 
clearly  prospective^  we  might  perhaps  take  advantage  of 
the  ambiguity  to  give  aome  latitude  to  their  ooastructioii; 
but  they  are  plainly  prospective  only.  The  general  in- 
convenience of  retrospective  rates  has  been  long  known 
and  recognised  in  the  courts  of  law,  on  the  ground  that 
succeeding  inhabitants  cannot  legitimately  be  made  to  pay 
for  services  of  which  their  predecessors  have  had  the  whole 
benefit    But  here^  independently  of  that  general  nl^ 
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the  aet  coDtaios  words  which  are  in  (their  nature  i^rosp^e-  IMI-  ^  Pim$ 

4ive  only.    If  they  had  reference  to  past  expenses,  th(sy 

would  have  been  descrihed  as  matter  of  caleulaii<m,  not  of 

etiimaiian;  and  the  words  '^  to  be  incurred"  must  neceto- 

aarily  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  word  "  estimate  '*-^ 

that  is,  to  be  incurred  after  the  estimate  is  made.    Can  we 

read  the  words  "  to  be  incurred  "  as  meaning ''  which  haY0 

been  incurred  ?**    Ithuiknot.    I  am  of  opiniout  ther»- 

Ibrei  that  this  rate  was  inyalid,  and  that  pur  judgment 

must  be  for  the  plaintiiK 

BoLLAMD,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  clear 
from  the  former  part  of  this  section  that  the  legislature 
went  upon  the  presumptbn  that  each  borough  had  the 
funds  necessary  to  meet  past  expenses,  but  contemplating 
cases  in  which  the  borough  fiind  would  not  be  sufficient 
for  future  expenses,  they  provide  fpr  the  case  by  th^ 
w<Krda  in  question.  As  sooui  then,  as  the  eouncfillers  are 
elected,  they  may  stt  down  and  estimate,  as  weM  as  they 
can,  looking  to  the  amount  of  expenses  inctkrred  before, 
what  sum  wiU  bp  sufficient,  whether  for  the  ye^r  or  spy 
portion  of  it,  to  meet  the  demands  that  may  arise*  To 
put  any  other  construction  on  the  act  would  gite  a  party 
an  opportunity  of  staying  in  the  borough  till  the  rate  was 
just  on  the  point  of  being  made,  and  then  leaving  it,  and 
evading  the  payment  of  hb  proportion  altogether ;  and  so 
make  the  party  coming  in  in  hk  stead  pay  for  the  whole  of 
the  psst  year. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  think  the  act  intended  that  the  rates 
should  be  prospective  only,  and  not  retrospective,  and 
that  it  never  intended  to  give  a  borough  the  power  of  in* 
curring  expenses  first,  and  then  levying  rates  to  meet 
them :  but  they  are  first  to  estimate  the  expenses,  and  then 
to  impose  the  rates.  And  there  is  good  reason  for  such  a 
divection :  the  council  is  much  more  likely  to  be  economical 
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•£reA.  rf  PUas,  when  the  money  is  to  come  out  of  their  pockets  in  the 
first  instance,  than  when  they  first  incur  the  debt,  and 
afterwards  provide  the  means  for  paying  it  What  are 
the  expenses  to  be  provided  for?  The  payment  of  oflicers 
whom  the  council  *'  shall  appoint/'  and  so  forth.  Otber- 
wise,  the  council  might  impose  on  the  borough  the  cost  of 
heavy  salaries,  and  leave  upon  their  successors  the  odiam 
of  levying  money  to  pay  them.  It  appears  to  me,  there- 
fore, not  only  that  the  legislature  have  said  that  the  rates 
shall  not  be  levied  retrospectively,  but  that  they  have 
done  wisely  in  saying  so. 


GuRMBY,  B.,  concurred* 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 


(a)  In  consequeoce  of  this  de- 
cision, the  7  Will  4  &  I  Vict,  c.  81, 
8.  2,  waa  passed,  which  enacts, 
"that  it  shall  be  lawfiil  for  the 
conacil  of  any  borovgh"  [in  which, 
by  the  6  Will.  4,  c  76,  or  by  this 
act,  a  borough  rate  may  be  levied] 
**  at  any  time  within  six  calendar 
mMiths  next  after  the  pasnng  of 
this  act,  to  make  sad  levy  a  borough 
rate  for  the  purpose  of  defraying 


any  expenses  incarred  before  the 
passing  of  this  act,  in  putting  into 
execution  the  provisions  of  the 
said  act  for  regolatingcorpofatiQDB 
(6  VHAl  4,  c.  76)  I  and  every  such- 
rate  shall  be  made,  leviei^  and 
recovered  in  the  manner  provided 
by  the  said  act  for  regulating  cor^ 
poradotiB,  and  by  tins  act."* 


Thurnell  e.  Balbirmis. 

Annmpiit  for  1.  H£  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  before 
goodi,  vvhich       ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^™^  ^^  making  the  agreement  and  the  pro- 

the  defendaot 

■greed  to  purchase  at  the  valeation  of  K.  and  M.  ATermentf,  tiiat  N.  was  ready  to  vahw  lor  the 
pUdotifr,  hut  that  the  defendant  and  M.  refused  to  value  for  the  defendant;  that  the  pUintxiT  gare 
notice  to  defendant  that  fait  valuer,  N.  was  ready  to  meet  M.,  or  any  other  Taluer  the  defendaat  n^ght 
appoint,  at  any  time  within  ten  days  which  the  defendant  might  fix  ibr  making  the  Talvation;  that 
the  defendant  refused  to  appoint  any  day  (or  that  pui^>ose,  and  refused  to  appoint  any  other  fulner, 
or  to  take  any  steps  to  value  the  goods  or  procure  I  hem  to  be  valued,  according  to  hia  agree- 
ment, and  has  ever  since  refused  to  value  them^  or  to  let  them  be  valued,  according  to  his  agreement: 
whereupon,  after  the  lapse  of  a  month,  N.  valued  them,  and  the  price  amounted  to  &&;  alleging 
a  breach  In  not  taking  the  goods  and  paying  such  amount : — HM^  on  demurrer,  that  the  count 
was  bad;  for  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  liable  for  the  price  of  the  goods  until  they  had  been 
valued  by  both  valuers,  pursuant  to  the  agreement;  at  least  without  a  distinct  avennent  that  the 
defendant  refused  to  permit  M.  to  value. 
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mise  and  undertaking  of  the  defendant  thereinafter  men*  iSmA.  4  pimm* 
tioned,  the  defendant  held,  occupied,  and  enjoyed,  at  his  ^ 

request,  certain  rooms,  apartments,  and  premises  of  the  Thurnell 
plaintiff,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  the  same  then  balbibnis. 
being  part  and  parcel  of  a  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  in  which  there  were  certain  goods  and  fixtures  and 
chattels,  to  wit,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  of  great  value,  to  wit, 
of  &c. ;  and  thereupon  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  36th  of 
December,  1836,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  defendant  in  manner  following ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  plaintiff  then  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  to  the  defend* 
ant,  who  then  agreed  to  purchase  and  take  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  said  goods,  fixtures,  and  chattels,  at  a  valuation  to  be 
made  by  certain  persons,  to  wit,  Mr.  Newton  and  Mr. 
Matthews,  or  their  umpire :  and  the  plaintiff  said,  that  the 
said  Mr*  Newton  was  appointed  by  and  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  said  Mr.  Matthews  by  and  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant,  to  value  as  aforesaid.  The  declaration 
then  averred  mutual  promises,  and  alleged  that  Newton, 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  was  ready  and  willing  to  value 
the  said  goods,  &c.,  and  at  the  request  and  by  the  autho- 
rity of  the  plaintiff  requested  Matthews  to  value  the  same, 
whereof  the  defendant  and  Matthews  had  notice;  but  that 
the  defendant  and  Matthews  then  and  thence  continually 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do:  and  the  plaintiff  further 
said,  that  he  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  2nd  of 
February,  18S7,  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  the 
plaintiff's  said  appraiser  and  valuer,  the  said  Newton,  was 
ready  to  meet  the  defendant's  appraiser  and  valuer,  the 
said  Matthews,  or  any  other  person  he  might  think  proper 
to  nominate  for  the  purpose  on  the  defendant's  behalf,  at 
sny  time  within  ten  days  from  the  said  Snd  of  February, 
which  the  defendant  might  fix,  to  value  the  said  goods, 
&c.,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had  notice,  but  then  and 
thence  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  appoint 
any  day  for  his  appraiseri  the  said  Matthews^  to  value. 
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^  Fbuy*  9mA  wboHy  negbcted  and  refuted  to  nominate  aoy  other 
'  apprai$er,  and  during  all  that  time  has  wboOj  refused  and 
neglected  to  take  any  steps  to  value  as  aforeaaid,  or  to 
cause  or  procure  the  same  to  be  valued  according  to  hia 
said  agreeoient  and  promsOi  and  baa  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid  wboDy  refused  to  yidoe  the  said  goods,  &e»,  or 
|o  let  the  same  be  Talued,  according  to  his  said  agreensent 
imd  promise  s  And  thereupon  the  said  Mr.  Newton^  after- 
wards, and  after  the  kpse  of  a  reasonable  period  of  time, 
to  wkf  one  month  from  the  day  and  year  last  aforeaaidi 
proceeded  to  value  and  did  then  value  the  said  goods,  &c., 
and  the  price  thereof  upon  such  vahiatioii  reasonablf 
amoanted  to  the  sum  of  500/.,  whereof  the  defendant  had 
notice,  and  was  requested  to  pay  the  same  to  the  phuntiff: 
and  the  plaiatiff  fnrth^  says,  that  be  hath  always  front  the 
time  of  making  such  valuation  as  aforesaid  been  ready 
and  wiHbg  to  sell  and  deliv^  to  the  defendant  the  said 
goods,  &e^  aad  to  receive  payment  by  him  of  the  value 
thereof^  whereof  the  def^tdant  hath  always  hod  notiee ; 
yet  the  defendant,,  bot  regarding,,  ftc,  did  not  nor  wouU^ 
aikhougH  often  requested,  take  the  said  goods  &e.  so 
agreed  h^  him,  to  be  taken  as  aforesaid,  and  pay  the  plain* 
tiff  the  value  thereof,  but  hath  hitherto  wholly  neglected 
and  ve1\;^ed  so  to  do^  whereby^  &e«  &a  " 

'  There  were  also  ^ouAds  for  goods  anditztiires  bargained 
and  8oId»  an^  of(i  an  account  stated;      ^ 

'S^edial'dettiui^rar  t6  die  first  count,  assigningft  amongst 
other  c^iis^,'  itlie  fdUowing;  that  the  count  does  not  suA 
ficiently  allege  a  breach  of  the  defendant's  promise  therein 
n^ntione^ 'for^  that  it  does  not  allege  that  the  defSuidaat 
hindered  or  prevented  the  said 'persons  appointed  and 
agreed  on  to  make  the  said  viuuation,  or  either  of  them, 
from  making  such  valuation.  And  also  that  it  is  alleged  by 
way  of  breach  that  the  defendant  refused  tota^the  goods, 
&c^  agreed  by  bicn  to  be  taken,,  and  that  he  also  refiised 
10  pay  to  (i|M(ptiintiff  thevabe  of  the  aaid  goods^  &a^  and 
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DO  igreeinent  or  pmwiie  b  atoted  in  the  said  ootmlp  Co 
take  the  said  geoda,  &eL  at  their  vaiiae  generally^  or  at  the 
vakiation  made  by  the  said  Mr.  Newton,  but  at  the  raiiia«     Ti 
tion  only  of  the  aaid  Neiv^n  and  Matthowe,  or  their 
umpire.    Jdnder  im  demurrer. 

KeUy^  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^There  are  many 
objections  y»  point  of  form  to  this  count ;  but  the  sub- 
atantial  qyestioa  isj  where  two  persona  are  by  agreement 
appointed  to  make  a  valuation  of  goods,  and  one  refuses, 
can  either  party  be  liable  for  a  breach  of  the  agroementf 
How  could  the  defendant  be  bound  to  take  or  pay  for 
the  ^oda  until  they  had  been  valued  according  to  the 
agreement t  [Gumey^  B. — ^It  is  not  said  that  Matthews 
omitted  to  valiie  by  the  procurement  of  the  defendant] 
It  is  just  as  if  an  action  were  brought  ageinat  a  party  to  a 
aiibmistion«  becimse  ob(»  of  th^  arbitrators  ^fuses  tor  make 
an  award.— The  Coiu;|  h^^  called  upon. 

Boggias,  to  support  the  decla^ation.-^It  is  specifically 
averred  in  the  count  that  the  defendsort  had  notice  thet  th^ 
plaintiff's  apprMsec  was  ready  to  value*,  and  the  breach 
assigned  is,  that  he  then  wholly  refused  to  lei  the  goods 
be  valued  Bccordiag  to  the  agreement*  It  is  submitted  that 
that  is  suflScient  to  render  him  liable,  for  the  price..  In  ^Z- 
ham  V.  East  India  Company  (a),  it  was  held*  that  where  the 
defendant,,  by  his  oegjiect  and  deraultn  prevented  the  )^r- 
fermai^qe  of  a  conditio^  precedent  in  a  charter-part^ i^th4(, 
was.  equivalent  to  a  performance  hy  the  plaintiffs..  In 
Haynajf  v.  Alexander  (fi)^  where  the  pjaintiff  declared,  in. 
assumpsit  for  nondelivery  of  fifteen  tods  of  wool  purchased 
by  him  out  of  seventeen  of  which  the  defendant  was  pos- 
sessedj  the  declaration  was  held  bad  for  want  of  an  allege^ 
tion  that  the  plaintiff  had  selected  fifleen  tods  of  the  seven- 
teen^ which  was  an  act  to  be  first  performed  by  him :  but 

(a)lT.IU6a6.  (^>Y€lf.76. 
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&^-  ^  ''faMf  the  Court  said,  if  the  defendant  would  not  have  peimitted 
^  '  ->     the  plaintiff  to  see  the  wooli  that  be  ought  make  election, 
Thurnbll     that  had  excused  the  act  to  be  done  by  the  plaintiff^  and 
BALBiExia,     had  been  a  default  in  the  defendant.    If  these  cases  be 
lawy  the  facts  alleged  in  this  declaration  make  the  defend- 
ant liable  as  for  goods  bargained  and  sold. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  count  is 
bad.  The  agreement  stated  is  an  agreement  to  purchase 
the  goods  on  the  valuation  of  Newton  and  Matthews. 
There  is  no  distinct  allegation  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  permit  Matthews  to  value  on  his  part ;  but  only  an  ob- 
scure statement  that  he  refused  to  appoint  any  day  for  his 
valuing,  or  to  take  any  steps  to  value  or  to  cause  and  pro- 
cure the  goods  to  be  valued  according  to  his  agreement, 
and  that  he  has  refused  to  value  the  goods,  or  to  let  them 
be  valued,  according  to  his  agreement :  all  which  comes 
after  the  allegation  that  Matthews  had  refused  to  value, 
there  being  no  statement  that  he  had  changed  his  mind 
and  was  ready  and  willing  to  do  so,  but  that  the  defendant 
would  not  permit  him.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
etiough  is  not  stated  to  render  the  defendant  liable  for  the 
price  of  the  goods. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Aldbrson,  B. — I  should  refer  the  words  "  or  to  let  the 
same  be  valued,"  &c.,  to  the  defendant's  letting  the  goods 
be  valued  by  another  appraiser  instead  of  Matthews, 
according  to  the  notice  which  the  plaintiff  says  he  gave 
him. 

GuRNBY,  B.,  concurred* 

Leave  to  amend  on  payment  of  costs ;  otherwise 
.   Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Sgeh,  rf  PleoM^ 
1837. 


Trespass  ibr 


Oak  BS  and  Wife  i?.  Wood. 

JL  RESPASS  Tor  assaulting  the  female  plaintifT,  and^  with 
the  defendant's  hands,  and  with  a  truncheon,  striking  her  *?^"l'l?^^^* 

'  '  ^  plaintiflE;  and 

on  the  head,  ribs,  legs,  &c.,  and  beating,  bruising,  wound-  with  the  defen- 

ing,  and  ill-treating  her,  and  with   the  said   truncheon  and  with  a 

striking  and  thrusting  her  down  to  and  upon  the  ground,  in""bwdSn***' 

by    which    means   she   was  greatly  beat,   bruised,   and  wo«fufti^»  and 

wounded,  and  her  thighbone  was  broken.     Pleas,  first,  and  striking 

not  guilty ;  secondly,  as  to  assaulting,  beating,  and  ill-  ^^  JondieoiJ 

treating  the  female  plaintiff,  that  before  and  at  the  time  T^*^**^  ***' 

when  &c.,  the  defendant  was  lawfully   possessed  of  a  broken.  Pleas— 

public-house,  into  which  the  said  female  plaintiff,  a  little  secoiidiy,?8to' 

before  the  said  time  when  &c.,  entered,  and  made  a  2[!!'^^^?***'" 

great  noise  and  disturbance  therein,  and  behaved  and  con-  treating  the 

ducted  herself  in  a  rude,  quarrelsome,  and  uncivil  man-  the  defendant 

ner  there,  and  disturbed  and  disquieted  the  defendant  and  Tfahousi^and 

his  family  in  the  peaceable  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  plaintiff  was 

his  house,  whereupon  the  defendant  requested  her  to  cease  noise  and  dii- 

from  making  such  noise  and  disturbance,  and  to  depart  out  in,  whereupon 

of  his  said  bouse,  which  she  refused  to  do ;  whereupon  the  ^qiMated'her 

defendant,  in  defence  of  the  possession  of  his  house,  gently  ^  ^^^  ^« 

.  making  such 

laid  his  hands  upon  her  and  gently  pushed  her,  in  order  noise  and  db- 
to  remove  her,  and  did  then  and  there  remove  her  from  ^'ui^^th" 
his  said  house,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid,   ^|P"'%'^*?* 
which  are  the  same  supposed  trespasses,  &c.     Replica-  whereupon  the 

1     .    .      .A  de&adaat, in 

tion,  de  injuria.  defence  of  the 

At  the  trial  before  Bosanguet,  J.,  at  the  last  Spring  S?f^^"^fly 
Assizes  for  Cheshire,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  Oakes,  ^^  >>»  b&nds 

upon  het  in 

being  in  the  defendant's  public-house  at  Stockport,  lost  order  to  remove 
some  rabbits  out  of  a  basket  which  he  had  brought  in  with  j^navehltr,  oat 
him.     His  wife  came  to  the  house  and  desired  him  to  go  of  the  house. 

^      Repbcation, 

home  with  her,  but  he  refused  to  go  until  he  had  found  de  injuria:^ 

Held,  first,  that 
the  special  plea 
WBi  no  jusdflcation  of  the  striking  and  wounding  with  the  truncheon;  secondly*  that  the  feet  of 
the  noise  and  disturbance  being  proved,  the  motive  and  inten4ioH  with  which  the  defendant  tamed 
the  plaintiff  oat  of  the  bouie  could  not  be  inquired  Into  on  the  general  traverse  de  iqJariA. 

VOL.  II.  F  F  F  .    M.  W. 
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jftMl.  •/^Xm^  his  rabbits.  The  wife  thereupon  (Recording  to  the  state- 
-■  ment  of  the  defendant'^  witnesses)  uaed  yery  gross  and 
Oakeb  abnsive  langaage  to  the  defendant  and  his  guests^  and  a 
Wo9».  great  noise  and  disturbance  arose  in  the  house.  There 
was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  whether  Oakes  or  the 
defendant  struck  the  first  blow;  but  ^fter  some  bk>ws  had 
passed  between  them,  the  defendant  fetched  s  constable's 
staff  or  truncbeoni  with  which  be  struck  Oakes  several 
times,  and  alsOi  as  was  sworn  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses, 
following  the  female  plaintiff  into  the  lobby  of  the  house, 
there  struck  her  down  by  a  blow  on  the  head  with  the 
truncheon,  and  in  the  fall  she  broke  her  thigh.  The 
learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,^  told  the  jury  to  consider,  in 
the  first  place,  whether  the  defendant  committed  the  as- 
sault; and  secondly,  whether,  if  he  did  strike  her,  it  was 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  her  out  of  the  house  in  conse- 
quence of  the  noise  she  made }  for  that,  in  his  opinion,  if 
the  defendant  endeavoured  to  turn  her  out  of  the  bouse, 
not  on  account  of  the  disturbance  she  made,  but  in  eonse** 
quence  of  his  quarrel  with  her  husband^  or  on  aocoimt  of 
the  demand  for  tbe  rabbits,  he  was  not  jifestified  on  tlieee 
pleadings.  The  jury  found  a  verdiot  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  SOL 

In  the  folk>wtng  term,  Jertis  oJxtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  nrisdireotion;  contending  that 
by  the  replication  de  injuria  to  this  plea,  themolt^eof  the 
defendant  was  not  put  in  isaue^  but  only  the  cau$e  alleged 
in  the  plea  for  the  assault^— namely,  whether  the  female 
pluntiff  did  or  did  not  create  such  a  noke  and  dislurbanee 
in  the  house  as  justified  the  defendant  in  turning  her  out: 
distinguishing  tbe  case  of  Luca$  ▼•  NockeUs  («).  In  this 
term, 

OHs  (Coitingham  with  him)  shewed  cause. — The 
direction  of  (he. learned  Judge  wa^  right*    The  feplica- 

(a}2Y..&J[.a04;4Kog.7i9;  M.^cScotW  650;  7  Bligli,R  & 
1  A(»  ^ ?.  783;  10  Bmg.  157;  3      140;  1  Clark  &  Flo.  49eU 
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tion  de  iffjurift  dkl|  under  the  oirdKnttanoes  alleged  in  this  Bk^  of  Pk9$i 
plea,  involve,  at  pait  of  the  iaaue,  the  faot  that  the  female 
plaintiff  was  turned  out  of  the  house  by  friHue  of  the  excuse 
alleged  for  ii.  It  constitutea  no  defence  to  h«ve  a  good 
cause  fof  the  injury  complaiaed  of,  ufileaa  the  defendanl 
bonfi  fide  acta  upon  it  Tlie  replication  is,  that  the  delMid* 
ORt  commitied  the  treBpaBaofAismmwrMg^  mnd  witboat 
tbe  CBose  alUgecL  In  the  old  pleadiiiga,  the  Nf  licatkiv  d« 
injuriftjs  generally  termed  "^tbe  geneml  Iraverae."  It  pata 
in  itaue  every  thing:  staled  in  the  plea/ which  is  eseeotial  to 
the  defendant's  justificaiion.  Then»  is  not  tbe  purfme  with 
which  the  act  is  done  a  material  and  traversable  part  of 
the  plea  f  The  defendant  says,  ''  the  female  plaintiff  was 
malting  a  disturbance  in  my  hedse,  and  in  eonlsequenco  1 
turned  her  Mt :  '*  then  it  became  enenlial  for  him  to  shew 
that  be  dfd  turn  her  out  in  consequencia  of  her  making  » 
dlsturbftnce'^itt^her  w<»rds,  that  that  waa  the  real  cause 
of  bia  doing  so.  Xhe  oaute  alleged  is  a  traversable  matter 
oShckiJjmaer.Nodcellt,  [.(flibr^aii^ B.---T)iia diflkulty 
arisea:  you  first  pfut  the  defearianl  to  prove  the  fiMstof  the 
diaCQrbanee»  and  (ben  say  it  has  nothing  to  do  witb  the 
jwstitcationL  Nobody  eais  doute  that  tbe  fact,  wbolber 
she  did  nsake  a  disturbance  or  not,  is  in  issue.]  The  fiactia 
attegedi  in  tbe  pka  here  go  to  constitute  one  entire  defence^ 
and  ikm  defendant  must  pfovc^  the  whole*  Suppoae  the- 
landlord  of  a  house  assaults  a  party,  not  becaoee  he  is 
making  a  aeiae,  but  bacauae  he  has  a  previoua  ^aanel 
vri«h  bim-^ean  he  juscify  the  trespass. on  the  wb«dly  difierK 
ent  gpouud  that  tbe  pUiatiff  was  aahing  a  noise  t  Luem 
T.  Neekelis  m  a  binding  aathoaity,  and  goes  the  wliolei 
length  of  ^0  case;  There/  as  bere^  the  reasOu  f<»i  domg 
the  act  complained  of  was  stated  aa  a  matter  in  excuacy 
and  that  reason  waa  held  to  be  traversable;.  The  language 
of  the  newt  assignment  iify  taespass^— that  tbe  defendnnt 
committed  the  trespasses  *'  for  other  and  different  pur^ 
posea'^  than*  those  alleged  in  the  plea— she w«  that  tbe  pur- 

wyt2 
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^^\^f'*^  pose  is  a  material  part  of  the  defence.  [Parle^  B. — The 
whole  diflScuIty  arises  from  the  decision  in  Lucag  v.  Nock- 
etts.  If  it  were  not  for  that  case,  I  should  have  no  diflS- 
culty :  I  should  have  thought  that  if  the  defendant  had  a 
justifiable  cause  for  turning  the  party  out,  the  motive  was 
wholly  immateriaf:  even  though  he  did  it  in  pursuance  of 
an  old  grudge,  it  made  no  difference,  so  long  as  he  did  no 
more  than  was  necessary  to  turn  her  out]  At  all  events, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict  on  the  general 
issue ;  the  special  plea  does  not  answer  the  wounding. 
[He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.] 

f/ermand  fVelsby,  contra. — ^The  present  case  is  dis- 
tinguishable from  Lucas  v.  Nockelh.  There  it  was  un- 
doubtedly held,  that  a  virtute  cujus,  where  it  involves  mat- 
ter of  fact,  is  traversable ;  and  therefore  that  under  the 
replication  de  injurid  absque  residuo  causss,  to  a  plea  of 
justification  under  a  fieri  facias,  the  plaintiff,  admitting 
the  writ,  might  nevertheless  shew  that  the  seizure  was 
really  made  by  the  defendants,  not  in  order  to  levy  under 
the  fi*  fa.  of  which  they  were  in  possession,  but  for  a  wholly 
different  purpose.  But  there,  there  was  no  direct  traverse 
of  motive ;  the  question  simply  was,  whether  the  goods 
were  bon&  fide  taken  in  execution  under  the  writ,  in  fact, 
or  not :  and  it  is  observable,  that  both  the  arguments  of 
counsel  in  the  court  below  (a),  and  the  judgment  of  the 
learned  judges  in  the  House  of  Lords,  carefully  abstain, 
from  admitting,  that  the  motive  or  intention  of  the  defend- 
ants was  in  issue.  Thus  BosanqueU  J*>  says  (&),  ''  It  may 
be  admitted,  that  the  object  and  motive  with  which  the 
process  of  the  law  is  put  in  execution  are  not  the  subjects 
of  traverse,  nor  consequently  of  evidence,  under  the  repli- 
cation de  injuria.  If  nothing  more  be  done  than  is  re- 
quired by  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  the  act  will  be  justi- 

{a)  4  Bing.  738 ;  2  Y.  &  J.  315.  (b)  10  fiio^.  165. 
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fied,  whatever  be  the  motive  of  the  party,  or  the  cause  ^*^\^f^^^^* 
which  leads  hun  to  employ  the  process  of  the  law/'  LiU 
iledale,  J.,  expressed  an  opinion  (a),  that  if  the  goods 
were  once  actually  taken  in  execution,  the  evidence  of 
the  act  being  done  for  a  different  purpose  or  under  a 
different  claim,  would  not  be  admissible.  That  learned 
judge,  therefore,  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  the  writ 
was  in  fact  not  executed  at  all.  Bayley^  B.,  says  (5), 
''  where  a  yirtute  cujus  is  a  mere  inference  of  law,  drawn 
frbm  premises  previously  stated,  I  agree  it  cannot  be  tra- 
versed ;  but  where  it  is  not  a  legal  result,  but  a  pure 
question  of  fact,  it  may  be  traversed.*'  Here  the  ratione 
cujus  is  a  mere  inference  of  law  from  the  facts  previously 
stated.  Some  of  the  learned  judges  went  on  the  new  as- 
signment, and  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  (c) 
eventually  proceeded  on  the  same  ground.  In  Reece  v. 
Taylor  (<Q,  the  doctrine  contended  for  on  the  other 
side  was  pushed  to  its  full  extent,  Littledale,  J.,  laying 
it  down,  that  under  the  plea  of  son  assault  demesne,  the 
defendant  must  shew  an  assault  by  the  plaintiff  commen- 
surate with  the  act  complained  of  by  him.  But  that  dictum 
was  overruled  in  Penn  v.  Ward{e),  where  it  was  expressly 
held,  that  the  replication  de  injuria  to  a  plea  justifying  a 
battery  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  misbehaved 
himself  as  the  defendant's  apprentice,  wherefore  he  mo- 
derately chastised  him,  put  in  issue  only  the  fact  of  the 
misbehaviour,  not  the  moderateness  of  the  chastisement. 
Alderson,  B.,  there  says,  ''The  plaintiff  complains  of  a 
battery ;  the  defendant  says  it  was  the  fruit  of  a  moderate 
and  suitable  chastisement,  and  goes  on  to  assign  the  cause 
for  which  )ie  had  a  right  to  inflict  it :  that  cause  is,  that 
the  plaintiff,  being  his  apprentice,  behaved  himself  im- 


(a)  10  Bing.  182.  (d)  4  Nev.  &  M.  470. 

(b)  Id.  193.  (e)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  338. 
(e)  7B)]gfr,N.S.I9d. 
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<B««^  y^<w,  properly  aacl  disobedientbr.  The  plaintiff;  by  his  repli- 
cation, denies  that  cause,  and  says  the  defendant  acted, 
not  for  tbe  cause  he  has  assignedi  but  of  bis  own  vro^g* 
He  puts  in  issue  the  cause,  not  the  character,  of  the  chaa- 
tisement''  If  Lucas  y.  NockeUs  be  carried  to  the  fidi 
extent  contended  for,  a  new  assignn^ent  will  havdly-  erer 
be  necessary.  Suppose,  in  slsnder,  tbe  defendant  juatified 
pn  the  ground  that  the  words  were  true ;  could  the  plain- 
tiff, under  tbe  replication  de  injurift,  shew  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  b^li^ve  the  truth  of  the  words;  or  that  he  ut- 
tered them  in  satisfaction  of  an  old  grod^e?  That  ose 
is  analogous  to  the  present- 
Secondly,  as  to  the  form  of  the  plea.  It  profiissea  to 
justiry  every  thing  complained  of*  The  assault,  beating, 
and  ilKtreating,  are  justified.  [JParAe,  B.*^Your  plea 
jnalses  no  mention  of  the  woanding  and  bruising,  and  does 
not  justify  the  beating  with  the  truncheon  at  all :  no  doubt 
the  principal  cause  of  action  is  left  uncovered*] 

Cur.  adv.  yult. 

•    On  a  subsequent  day,  the  judgment  of  tbe  Court  was 
delivered  by 

Pakke,  B, — [After  stating  tbe  pleadings,  he  continued.] 
It  is  clear  that  this  plea  does  not  attempt  to  justify  either 
the  blows  with  tbe  truncheon,  or  the  thrusting  the  female 
plaintiff  down  with  the  truncheon:  consequently,  if  those 
facts  were  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  damages  for  them,  upon  the  plea 
of  not  guilty :  and  on  reference  to  the  report,  it  admits  of 
no  doubt  that  those  trespasses  were  so  proved,  and  that 
the  damages  were  given  for  them,  as  there  was  not  any 
distinct  evidence  of  any  other  trespasses;  consequently, 
supposing  tbe  learned  Judge  to  have  been  wrong  in  his 
direction  to  the  jury,  and  that  it  was  not  competent*  npon 
the  issue  de  injuri&,  &c.,  to  inquire  into  tbe  nature  or  in- 
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tention  witih  which  the  viiidenae  was  inflict^  by  the  de^ 
fendantt  And  there&rc  the  spesial  plea  ought  to  have  been 
found  for  the  defendant,  atill  the  plaintiff  would  be  enti« 
tied  to  hif  yerdicti  and  to  the  damages,  on  the  plea  of  not 
guilty :  and  if  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  allo^t  the  veis 
dki  to  be  entered  on  the  special  plea  for  the  defendant,  no 
new  trial  ought  to  hb  granted. 

.  We  cUnnot  help  Uiidlung  that  the  learned  Judge  wM 
nol  right  in  the  opinion  be  expreasdd*  Before  the  caseiif 
Zmeai  v*  NoeMli$.  there  C9uld  have  been  no  doUbt  but 
tbati  under  this  general  trav^raei  the  only  question  to  be 
tried  would  hare  beeni  whethear  the  defendant  waa  autho- 
rised to  lay  his  hands  upon  and  remove  the  female  plain- 
tiff firom  the  house ;  that  is,  whether  the  house  was  th^ 
defcndanVs,  whether  (if  it  was  a  public-house)  the  female 
plaintiff  was  behaving  herself  in  (he  manner  described  by 
the  plea,  waa  requested  to  depart,  and  refused*  The  de- 
fendant's motive  for  using  force  to  turn  her  out,  whether 
it  was  a  previous  feeling  of  hostility  to  her,  or  from  a 
sudden  transport  of  passion,  excited  by  the  blow  of  the 
husband,  could  not  have  been  made  matter  of  inquiry*  If 
more  than  neceutary  violence  had  been  used  on  that  occa- 
sion,  it  ought  to  have  been  the  subject  of  a  replication,  and 
would  have  made  a  defendant  a  trespasser  ab  initio;  if 
the  plaintiff  was  proceeding  for  an  assault  committed  at  k 
time  when  the  authority  given  by  bw  did  not  estist,  a  neW 
assignment  would  have  been  neeeseary* 

The  whole  diflBculty  asto  the  law  upon  the  question 
arises  from  the  case  of  Lucas  v.  NockeUs,  by  the  decision 
of  which  we  are  bound :  and  if  that  case  had  established 
the  general  proposition,  that  the  motive  and  intention  with 
which  an  authority  given  by  law  was  exercised,  could 
have  been  inquired  into  on  the  general  replication  de  in- 
juria, we  must  have  held  that  such  course  must  be  pur- 
sued in  all  cases,  though  it  might  be  at  variance  with  the 
supposed  rules  of  law  existing  before.    But  we  do  not 
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B*ch.  9f  Pka$t  find  any  such  general  proposition  establisbedi  either  bj 
the  opinion  of  the  nfyority  of.  the  Jud|^3t  or  the  judg- 
ment of  the  House  of  Lords,  so  far  w^  can.  be  collected 
from  the  report  of  their  Lordships*  proceedings.  Lord 
Wynford  and  Mr.  Justice  Gaselee  proceed  in  a  great  de- 
gree upon  the  new  assignment  in  that  case  (as  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  had  done  before)i  although  they 
also  consider  that  the  subsequent  disposition  of  the  effects 
under  the  writ  was  in  issue.  Mr.  Baron  Bayley^  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Littledale,  and  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquei,  disclaimed 
proceeding  upon  the  new  assignment.  My  Brother  JS^mm- 
quet  thought  that  the  sale  and  levy  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  were  properly  in  issue,  admitting  that  the  object  and 
intention  with  which  the  process  of  the  law  was  put  in 
execution  were  not  the  subjects  of  the  traverse.  Mr.  Jus* 
tice  Littledale  seems,  from  some  expressions  (in  10  Bing. 
185),  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  motive  need  not  be  in- 
quired into,  if  all,  and  no  more  than  all,  was  done,  which 
the  law  requires  to  be  done,  to  comply  with  the  exigency 
of  the  writ ;  but  whether  all  was  done  that  the  law  re- 
quired, he  thought  was  in  issue.  My  Brother  Bayletf 
does  not  express  any  opinion  to  the  contrary,  as  to  mo- 
tive and  intention  not  being  in  bsue.  The  case  of  Lucas 
<v.  NockeUs  cannot  therefore  be  considered  as  an  authority 
for  the  general  proposition,  that  motive  and  intention  can 
be  the  subject  of  inquiry  on  the  general  traverse. 

We  therefore  think  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged, 
on  the  terms  before  mentioned* 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 
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1937. 

H«]MBR  f>.  STEATBHSOIf  •  ^-^-v^-^ 

Assumpsit^— The  declaration  stated  that  one  Samuel  A  notice  of  the 
Thompson^  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  1835^  made  his  promissory  note 
promissory  note  in  writing,  and  thereby  promised  to  pay  JIJ"i°.J^i?5i, 
to  the  order  of  the  defendant,  at  Messrs.  Barclay,  Tritton,  J  ani  dejjred 

. .  OT  Mr.  H«  to 

and  Barclays*,  London,  two  months  after  the  date  thereof,  give  you  notice 
99/.  18*.  for  valiie  received,  wliich  period  had  at  the  time  ,ory  no^nated 
of  the  commencement  of  this  suit  elapsed,  and  then  deli-  fg^g^^jjjj®***' 
vered  the  said  note  to  the  ctefendant,  and  the  defendant  by  s.  T.  for 
then  indorsed  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  pro-  able  to  your  ' 
mised  to  pay  the  same  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  ^omhrafter 
thereof.     But  the   said   Messrs.   Barclay,  Tritton,   and  date  thereof, 

^.^    .  became  due 

Barclays  did  not,  nor  did  the  said  Samuel  Thompson,  nor  yesterday,  and 

the  defendant  or  any  other  person,  pay  the  said  note,  turned  unpdd. 

although  the  said  note  was  presented  at  the  said  Messrs.  JJjj'j '^"i^ui 

Barclay,  Tritton,  and  Barclays,  on  the  day  when  it  became  pi«M«  «niU 

'  _-,-  the  amount 

due,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had  notice.     There  was  thereof,  with 
also  a  count  upon  an  account  slated.  f^^  of  poSiSb, 

The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas,  and  amongst  others,  ^x  !!^'S^ 
that  the  defendant  had  not  due  notice  of  the  nonpayment  sufficient  notice 
of  the  said  note  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  in  man-     Thededaim- 
ner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  the  above  in  his  said  first  ^s.^^n  &L 
count  in  that  behalf  alleged,  and  of  this,  &c.  «n?de  hit  pro- 

At  the  trial  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  London  Sittings  writing,  and 
in  this  term,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  notice  of  dis-  mSTd  to'w 
honour,  put  in  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  the  JJ^^'^ '^'*^' 
defendant,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  : —  at  Mesars.  B., 

T.,  and  B.'s, 

"  London,  SO,  Broad-street  Buildings,  London,  991. 
14th  October,  1835.  mt'tha^^r 

"  Sir — I  am  desired  by  Mr.  Hedger  to  give  you  notice  ^(J^  ^m^ 
that  a  promissory  note  for  99/.  18«.,  payable  to  your  order  period  had,  «t 

commencement  of  this  suit,  elapsed,  and  then  delivered  the  said  note  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  then  indorsed  the  said  note  to  the  plaintiff,  and  prcmited  to  pay  the  tamt  according  lo  iha 
Unor  and  ^eci  thcrcrf;  but  the  said  Messrs.  B.,  T.,  &  B.  did  not,  nor  did  the  said  S.  T.,  nor  the 
defendant,  or  any  other  person,  pay  the  said  note,  although  the  said  note  was  presented  at 
Messrs.  B.,  T.,  &  B.'s  on  the  day  when  it  became  doe,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had  notice :— * 
Heid^  on  notion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  tlie  promise  was  properly  stated,  and  that  the  breach 
was  sufficient 
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Exeh.  ^PUat,  two  months  after  the  date  thereof,  became  due  yesterday, 
^  '  ^    and  has  been  returned  unpakly  and  I  have  to  requeit 
Hedoer      you  will  please  remit  the  amount  thereofi  with  l#.  6dl 
Stkavbmson.  noting!  f^^  of  postage  by  return  of  post. 

I  am,  &C;  Jones  Spyer." 

It  was  objected  by  the  defendant's  counsel  that  this  was 
not  a  due  notice  of  dishonour;  but  the  leaned  Judge  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict* 

W»  H.  Waison,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  entered 
for  the  defendant  on  the  above  ground,  citing  Boulian  v. 
TFi^/c^,  recently  decided  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  (a). 
He  also  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  judgment 
should  not  be  arrested,  on  the  ground  that  the  promise 
alleged  in  the  declaraUoui  stating  that  the  defeQ4ant  pro- 
mised to  pay  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  note, 
was  not  the  obligation  which  the  law  imposed  on  the  En- 
dorser of  a  bill,  but  that  the  obligation  was  conditional  to 
pay  in  the  event  of  nonpayment  by  the  maker.;  and  if  the 
promise  were  properly  laid,  still  that  the  breach  wsm  not 
proper,  as  it  only  alleged  a  nonpayment  on  the  day  the 
note  became  due,  and  did  not  aver  that  it  had  not  been 
paid  afterwards. 

Humfrey  and  Hoggin$  now  shewed  cause. — ^This  was  a 
sufficient  notice  of  dishonour.  It  states  that  the  bill  had  been 
returned  unpaid,  and  makes  a  demand  of  \$.  6dm  for  noting, 
which  amounts  to  saying  that  the  bill  had  been  presented 
and  dishonoured.  It  is  distinguishable  from  the  case  of 
Boulton  V.  Welch  in  this,  that  in  that  case  there  was  no 
intimation  conveyed  that  the  bill  had  been  noted.  But  if  it 
be  not,  that  decision  is  not  warranted  by  the  cases  there 
cited  of  Hartley  v.  Case  (i),  and  Solarie  v.Po/mtfr  (c).    In 

(a)  Since  reported,  3  Bing.  N.  (e)  7  Bing.  630;  1  Bing.  N.  O, 
G.688.  194. 

(Jb)  4  B.  &  Cr.  339. 
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HarUey  r.  Case,  the  letter  only  amounted  to  a  notice  that  Egek.  ^  pimm, 
an  action  would  be  oonunenced,  and  did  not  contain  any  in-  ^ 

formation  that  the  bill  had  been  dishonoured^  The  notice  Hbooeb 
there  waa,  '^  I  am  desired  to  apply  to  you  for  the  payment  a? sATtasoii. 
of  the  sum  of  150/.  due  to  myself  on  a  draft  drawn  by 
Mr.  Case  on  Mr*  CasOi  which  I  hope  you  will  on  receipt 
discharge^  to  prevent  the  necessity  of  law  proceedings, 
which  odierwise  wiM  immediately  take  place."  Lord 
Tenierden  thought  at  the  trial  that  it  did  not  apprise  the 
party  of  the  fact  of  dishonour,  but  contained  a  mere  demand 
of  payment;  and  afterwards,  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit,  he  says  (a) :  *'  There  is  no  precise  form  of  words 
necessary  in  giving  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, but  the  language  used  must  be  such  as  to  convey 
notice  to  the  party  what  the  bill  is,  and  that  payment  of  it 
has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor."  Here,  this  notice 
does  shew  all  that  Lord  TefUerden  thought  requisite :  it 
deseribes  the  bill,  and  says  it  has  been  returned  unpaid, 
and  makes  a  demand  for  the  expenses  of  noting.  In  So* 
larte  v.  Palmer  {b),  also,  the  letter  amounted  to  a  mere  no- 
tice from  the  attorney  that  he  was  going  to  commence  an 
action.  [Gumey,  B. — ^It  stated  neither  acceptance,  pre* 
aentment,  nor  dishonour.]  It  seems  impossible  to  say  that 
there  is  any  similitude  between  those  cases  and  the  case  of 
BomlUm  V.  Welch,  where  the  notice  was— "The  promia- 
aory  note  for  800/.,  drawn  by  Henry  Hanley>  dated  the 
18tb  July  last,  payable  three  months  after  date,  and  in- 
dorsed by  you,  became  due  yesterday^  and  is  returned  to 
me  unpaid.  I  therefore  give  notfce  thereof,  and  request 
you  will  pay  the  amount  thereof  forthwith.**  The  words 
''  returned  unpaid  **  are  surely  equivalent  to  saying  that  pay- 
ment haa  been  demanded  and  refused.  In  Solarie  v.  Pal- 
mer, Tindal,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
8ays(c):  "The  notice  of  dishonour,  which  is  commonly 

(s)  4  B.  &  C.  d4a  (6)  1  Gr.  &  J.  417*  (c)  14.  421. 
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Eteh.  pf  PteoMt  substituted  in  the  place  of  a  formal  protest.'  such  formal 
1837- 


protest  being  essential  in  other  countries  to  enable  the 
Heooer       plaintijBT  to  recover,  most  certainly  does  not  require  all  the 
Stbatekson.    precision  and  formality  which  accompanied  the  regular 
protest,  for  which  it  has  been  substituted ;  but  it  should 
at  least  inform  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  either 
in  express  terms/ or  hy  necessary  impUcaiion,  that  the 
bill  has  been  dishonoured,  and  that  the  holder  looks  to 
him  for  payment."    There  is  a  fact  here  which  may  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  Boulton  v.  Welch,  namely,  the  de> 
mand  of  a  sum  for  noting.     But  that  decision  is  contrary 
also  to  the  case  of  Grugeon  ▼•  SmM,  recently  decided  by 
the  Courl  of  King's  Bench.     It  was  an  action  tried  at  Li- 
verpoo],  before  Paiieson,  J.;  and  the  notice  of  dishonour 
was — "  Your  bill,  due  this  day,  has  been  returned  with 
charges,  to  which  we  request  your  immediate  attention ;" 
which  the  learned  Judge  held  to  be  sufficient.     A  modon 
was  afterwards  made  in  the  King*s  Bench  For  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  insufficient,  but  the 
Court  refused  the  rule.  IParke,  B. — We  have  therefore  to 
choose  between  two  conflicting  decisions.]    Then  as  to  the 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment — ^First,  it  was  not  necessary 
to  allege  the  promise  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore  that 
>  was  merely  surplusage :  secondly,  the  breach  is  sufficient, 
for  it  alleges  in  substance  that  neither  Messrs.  Barclays 
nor  Thompson  did  pay  according  to  their  liability.     The 
breach  contains  an  averment  of  nonpayment  by  each  of 
the  parties  at  the  time  at  which  each  ought  to  have  paid 
it,  and  it  states  that  none  of  the  parties  paid  when,  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  bill,  they  ought  to  have 
paid.     At  all  events,  the  declaration '  is   sufficient  after 
verdict.   On  this  point  they  cited  1  Saunders,  227,  8. 

FT.  H.  Watson,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  authori- 
ties clearly  establish  that  there  must  be  notice  of  disho- 
nour, not  merely  of  nonpayment.    The  term  **  dishonour* 


TRINITY  TERMi  7  WILL.  IV.  808 

means  presentment  to  the  acceptor  and  nonpayment  by  ^^  %f^^* 
him.     It  is  not  sufBcient  to  say  that  the  bill  is  unpaid.  ^ 

The  demand  of  1*.  Gd.  for  noting  is  nothing  more  than  a  Hbdoer 
demand  of  that  which  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  pay.  Stbatbmsom. 
A  notice  of  dishonour  is  only  sent  in  this  country;  in 
others  a  protest  is  necessary,  and  if  a  protest  merely  stated 
that  a  bill  was  unpaid^  it  would  be  insufficient.  By  the 
general  law^  merchants*  bills  which  are  not  paid  when  due 
must  be  protested :  the  statute  9  &  10  Will.  S,  c.  17|  gives 
the  form  of  the  protest ;  and  the  particulars  required  by 
that  statute  to  be  stated^  should  appear  in  a  notice  of  dis- 
honour, which  is  a  mere  substitution  for  a  protest :  the 
necessary  information  must  be  conveyed  in  clear  and  un- 
equivocal terms.  In  Hartley  v.  Case^  it  would  be  per- 
fectly obvious  to  any  person  receiving  the  notice,  that  the 
bill  bad  been  returned,  and  that  the  party  was  in  a  situ- 
ation to  take  legal  proceedings :  but  that  was  held  not  to 
be  a  sufBcient  notice,  but  that  it  must  contain  an  intimation 
that  payment  of  the  bill  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  notice  to  convey  an  intimation  that 
the  bill  has  been  presented  to  Thompson,  or  at  Messrs. 
Barclays.  It  may  be  that  the  bill  has  been  returned  unpaid, 
although  not  presented,  or  not  presented  on  the  day  it  be- 
came due,  by  which  the  indorser  would  be  discharged.  In 
Boulton  V.  Welch,  Tindal^  C.  J.,  says :  *'  In  the  case  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  notice  should  shew  a  presentment  to 
the  maker,  a  demand  of  payment,  and  refusal.  Here,  the 
notice  only  states  that  the  note  became  due,  and  was  re- 
turned unpaid.  These  facts  are  compatible  with  an  entire 
omission  to  present  the  note  to  the  maker.*'  So  here,  it  is 
perfectly  consistent  with  this  notice  that  the  bill  has  never 
been  presented.  The  case  of  Grugeon  v.  Smith  is  di- 
rectly at  variance  with  Solarte  v.  Palmer ^  and  perfectly 
inconsistent  with  Boulton  v.  Welch  ;  and  it  should  be  ob- 
served, that  it  was  only  decided  upon  the  refusal  of  a  rule, 
and  not  upon  a  full  discussion  of  the  matter  in  argument. 


I 
I 
I 
I 
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AcA.  0f  Pfnt,  Secondly,  the  judgment  ought  to  be  arretted.  The 
_  ^  promite  laid  in  this  declaration  is  not  the  obligation  tkit 
the  law  imposes  on  the  drawer  of  a  bill  or  the  indonerof 
a  note;  and  though  the  law  would  have  implied  a  p»- 
mise  if  none  had  been  alleged,  yet,  if  a  promise  is  aUeged, 
and  it  is  more  extensive  than  the  obligation  which  the  kv  | 
raises,  it  is  bad  even  aftter  verdict.  The  promiie  here  I 
laid  is  to  pay  according  to  the  tenor  and  efiect  of  the  note; 
bat  the  defendant  by  indorsing  this  note  made  no  aidi  i 
promise,  bnt  only  to  pay  after  presentment,  disfaoooor, 
and  due  notice  of  dishonour.  The  promise  Ldd  is  an  absK 
lute  promise  to  pay,  whereas  the  obligation  is  conditioeil 
only.  But  further,  there  is  no  proper  breach  alleged.  The 
breach  is,  that  the  said  Messrs.  Bardays  did  not,  DsrM 
the  said  S^Thompson,  nor  the  defendant  or  any  other  pe^ 
son,  pay  the  said  note,  akhougb  the  said  note  wia  pn- 
sented  at  Messrs.  Barchys'  on  the  day  whes  it  bccaae 
due,  of  which  the  defendant  had  notice.  It  ia  thai  wbkli 
is  contained  in  the  whole  sentence,  of  which  it  is  aUeged 
that  he  had  notice.  The  meaning  is,  that  be  did  aot  ptj 
at  that  time  and  place,  vis.  the  day  it  became  dee— wfaca 
the  indorser  was  not  liable  to  pay ;  and  it  is  cmmistrDt  with 
such  an  aUegatioa  that  he  may  have  paid  it  afkerw    nit 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged  on  both  points.  The  first  question,  wUdi  is 
one  of  considerable  importance,  is,  whethec  there  ia  > 
sufficient  notice  of  dishonouv.  The  law  upon  thu  poist  it 
established  by  the  decbion  in  Sakurte  v.  Palmtr,  whick 
confirmed  that  of  Hartley  v.  Ca^Cp  against  the  preTioaft 
opinion  of  the  profession.  It  is  certaie,  that  after  the  eaie 
of  Tindal  v.  Brawn  (•),  there  was  an  impression  that  it  wai 
sufficient  if  the  notice  conveyed  an  intimatioa  that  the 
patty  to  whom  it  was  given  was  looked  te  fer  paysasat  of 

(«)  IT.R.16^ 


TRINITY  TERM,  If  WtLL.  IV.  805 

the  bill  or  note*    Hartley  v.  Case  first  made  an  alteration  E»eh,  of  PUat, 
in  the  law,  and  decided  that  the  view  so  taken  was  not  ^ 

correct.  The  rule  there  laid  down  by  Lord  Tenterden  Hedobr 
wasi  that  though  no  precise  form  of  words  was  necessary  stbayensoit. 
to  be  used  in  giving  notice  of  dishonour,  yet  the  language 
employed  must  be  such  as  to  convey  notice  to  the  party 
what  the  bill  is,  and  that  payment  of  it  has  been  refused 
by  the  acceptor.  Upon  the  authority  of  that  case  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  and  the  House  of  Lords 
decided  Solarie  v.  Palmer^  and  held  the  notice  there 
used  insufficient.  By  that  decision  we  are  bound,  though 
1  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  I  am  bound  by  all  the  rea- 
soning or  language  of  the  learned  judges  in  giving  their 
'  opbiion,  and  therefore  should  myself  doubt  whether  we 
could  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  it  ought  to  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  **  by  expresi  terms  or  necessary 
itnpUeation,  that  the  bill  was  presented  and  dishonoured  ;** 
it  seems  to  me  enough  if  it  appear  by  reasonable  intend<^ 
ment,  And  would  be  Inferred  by  any  man  of  business,  that 
the  bill  hafr  been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  and  not  paid 
by  him.  However,  supposing  that  we  are  bound  by  the 
precise  expression  of  Tlndal^  C.  J.,  in  delivering  judg- 
ment in  (be  Estchequer  Chamber,  we  ought  not  to  put 
a  strict  construction  on  the  term  ''necessary  implica« 
tion;"  for  were  we  to  do  so,  it  would  be  difficult  for 
any  mercantile  man  to  conduct  business  without  the 
constant  aid  of  a  soficitor.  We  must  not  put  such  a 
meaning  on  that  expression,  as  to  say  that  the  language 
of  the  instrument  must  be  so  precise  as  to  exclude  the 
possibility  of  any  other  inference  than  that  the  bill  had 
been  so  presented  and  returned  unpaid.  On  the  subject 
of  the  term  "  necessary  implication,''  Lord  Eldon  says — 
^'  Necessary  implication  means  not  natural  necessity,  but  so 
strong  a  probability  that  an  intention  contrary  to  that  which 
is  imputed  cannot  be  supposed  :**  Wilkinson  v.  Adam  (a). 

(a)  1  Ves.  &  Bea.  466. 

Vol.  If.  G  G  G  M.   W. 
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Exeh.  rf  Pleat,  If  we  adopt  such  a  rule  of  Construction  in  the  present  case, 
could  any  doubt  be  entertained  by  any  mercantile  man  who 
received  this  notice^  that  the  note  had  been  presented  to 
the  maker  when  due,  and  was  not  honoured  ?  Look  at  the 
language  of  the  notice — *^  I  am  desired  to  give  you  notice 
that  a  promissory  note  made  by  Samuel  Thompson  for 
99/.  ISs,,  payable  to  your  order,  became  due  yesterday, and 
has  been  returned  unpaid.  I  have  to  request  yoa  will 
remit  the  amount  thereof,  with  Is.  6d.  noting.**  It  states 
the  time  when  the  note  became  due,  and  that  it  had  been 
returned  unpaid.  Can  any  one  doubt  the  use  of  the  term 
*'  returned  unpaid  ?*'  The  word  **  returned"  is  almost  a 
technical  term  in  matters  of  this  nature,  and  means  that 
the  bill  has  come  to  maturity,  has  been  presented,  and  has 
not  been  paid.  Upon  reading  this  notice  I  should  say,  that 
it  appears  from  it,  by  necessary  implication,  (in  the  meaning 
I  attach  to  the  term),  that  the  note  has  been  duly  presented 
and  dishonoured.  This  is  the  opinion  which  I  should  have 
formed  previously  to  the  case  of  BouUon  v,  fVelch^  and 
we  are  not  called  upon  to  overrule  that  case  without  some 
authority  to  the  contrary.  The  notice  in  Grugeon  v. 
Smith  was  in  the  same  terms  as  the  present ;  and  as  we  must 
determine  to  which  of  the  two  cases  we  will  subscribe,  I 
must  say  I  think  that  the  one  in  the  Common  Pleas  was  not 
rightly  determined.  There  is  indeed  one  circumstance 
mentioned  in  this  notice  of  dishonour,  which  does  not  ap- 
pear in  the  notice  in  Boulton  v.  Welch,  viz.  that  the  bill 
had  been  noted :  that  constitutes  a  distinction  between  the 
two  cases ;  but  I  disclaim  to  go  on  that  distinction.  In 
Solarte  v.  Palmer,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no  inti* 
mation  that  the  bill  had  been  presented  for  payment,  or 
that  it  was  unpaid,  or  even  that  it  was  due,  and  the  argu- 
ment for  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  rested  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Tindal  v.  Brown — on  its  containing  sufficient  infor« 
mation  that  the  party  was  held  liable  to  the  holder.  In 
the  present  case  I  think  no  mercantile  man,  upon  reading 
the  notice,  could  possibly  mi:»understand  its  meaning ;  and 
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therefore  on  that  ground  I  think  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  £«*.  0^7'*'*"' 
for  the  defendant  ought  to  be  discharged.  *  -> 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  other  two  grounds  on  which  Hedoek 
it  was  contended  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested,  stbavsmsom. 
First,  it  was  said  that  there  was  no  proper  legal  promise 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  It  is  not  in  the  usual  and  most 
correct  form ;  but  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  so  incorrect  a  mode 
of  laying  the  promise  as  to  make  it  bad,  especially  after 
▼erdict.  The  declaration  states  the  note  to  have  been 
drawn  by  Thompson,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendant, 
and  delivered  to  him,  and  by  him  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff: 
and  that  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  of  the  note,  that  is,  of  the  note  so  indorsed. 
That  is  not  an  improper  description  of  the  liability  of  the 
indorser ;  it  means  that  he  will  pay  the  note  when  due, 
after  presentment  and  notice  of  dishonour.  The  next  ob« 
jection  in  arrest  of  judgment  was,  that  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient breach.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  breach  may  be  so 
read  as  to  constitute  a  good  breach,  viz.  a  nonpayment  by 
the  indorser  after  presentment  of  the  note  and  after  non- 
payment by  the  maker,  and  due  notice  that  it  was  unpaid. 
The  allegation  is,  that  Messrs.  Barclay  and  Co.  did  not, 
nor  did  the  said  Thompson,  nor  the  defendant,  or  any  other 
person,  pay  the  note,  although  it  was  presented  at  Messrs. 
Barclay  and  Co.'s  on  the  day  when  it  became  due.  It 
does  not  say  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay  when  the  note 
was  presented,  but  generally  that  he  did  not  pay,  and  im- 
ports no  more  than  this,  that  although  presented,  neither 
of  the  parties  paid  it  at  any  time.  That  is  a  sufficient 
breach  after  verdict.  As  to  whether  or  not  it  might  have 
been  bad  on  special  demurrer,  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
l^ive  an  opinion. 

BoLLAND,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points. 
I  think  we  ought  not  to  construe  an  instrument  of 
this  nature  too  strictly:  and  provided  it  contain  information 

GO  o  2 
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AreA.  ofPUoi,  that  the  bill  has  been  dishonoured,  and  that  the  party  by 

^  '  ->    whom  it  was  given  is  considered  liable,  that  is  sufficient 

Hedger      Let  us  look  at  the  circumstances  by  which  matters  of  this 

STEATXN80N.  uaturc  are  accompanied.  Long  acquainted  as  I  have  been 
with  mercantile  affairsi  not  only  professionally  but  practi- 
cally, I  for  one  do  not  feel  inclined  to  clog  these  transac- 
tions  with  difficulties,  nor  will  I  do  so  unless  I  au  com- 
pelled by  the  authority  of  decided  cases*  Let  us  look  at 
this  case,  and  see  whether  any  man  who  had  been  only  a 
week  conversant  with  business  could  have  doubted  that 
this  instrument  had  been  dishonoured,  and  that  he  was 
held  liable  to  pay  the  amount  due  upon  it.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  a  returned  note,  an  expression  which  is  per* 
fectly  understood  in  the  city  of  London  to  designate  a  note 
which  has  been  dishonoured.  Then  the  notice  describes 
the  note,  gives  the  amount,  and  states  it  to  have  been  due 
the  day  before ;  goes  on  to  request  that  the  defendant 
would  remit  the  amount ;  and  adds  further,  that  the  writer 
claims  Is.  6c/.  for  noting,  which  though  he  was  not  entitled 
to  require,  it  was  nevertheless  some  further  information 
with  respect  to  the  note.  Considering  all  the  terms  of 
the  notice,  I  think  that  even  the  most  unpractised  man 
would  be  perfectly  satisfied  what  had  happened  to  the 
note. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only 
conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  cases  of  Hartley  ▼.  Case 
and  Solarte  ▼.  Palmer  is  this,  that  a  notice  of  dishonour 
must  not  merely  convey  information  that  the  party  is  held 
liable,  but  also  that  the  note  or  bill  has  been  dishonoured. 
I  agree  with  my  Brother  Parke^  that  we  are  not  bound 
by  the  strict  words  of  the  judges,  if  the  term  **  necessary 
implication"  is  used  by  them  in  a  strict  sense.  It  must 
have  that  reasonable  construction  which  is  given  in  the 
judgment  of  Lord  Eldon,  cited  by  my  Brother  Parke. 
In  that  view  of  the  case,  the  requisites  are  fully  satisfied  by 
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the  terms  of  this  notice ;  the  presentment  and  dishonour  ^e^-  4  Pitas, 
are  necessarily  to  be  inferred  from  the  words  here  used.  - 

Hbdoer 

GuRNBYj  B. — I  do  not  think  BouUon  ▼.  Welch  is  go-    Stbatbnson, 
verned  by  either  of  the  cases  of  HarHey  ▼.  Case  and  So- 
larie  v.  Palmer ;  and  we  are  fortified  in  our  opinion  that  this 
notice  is  sufficient  by  Grugeon  ▼.  Smith,  in  which  the  terms 
of  the  notice  were  not  so  strong  as  in  the  present  case. 

Parke,  B. — I  may  add,  that  Lord  Abinger,  to  whom  I 
mentioned  this  case,  had  no  doubt  of  the  notice  being  suf- 
ficient. 

Rule  discharged. 


HuTCHiNa  V.  Scott. 

Cy  ASE  for  distraining  upon  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  By  agreement 

211.  for  rent  arrear,  when  \0L  10*.  only  was  due.     Plea,  tember,'the X- 

Not  guilty.    At  the  trial  before  fftlUams,  J.,  at  the  last  f"'i*°j J«;;*f 

Somersetshire  Assizes,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  the  to  the  plaintiff 

amount  of  rent  due,  put  in  an  agreement  for  a  lease  dated  at  an  annual "' 

8th  September,  1835,  whereby  the  defendant  agreed  to  let,  JuanSy'^Ihe 

and  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take,  for  seven  years  from  that  first  payment  to 

date,  a  house,  which  m  the  agreement  was  stated  to  be  25th  March 

No.  86,  Broad-street,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  42/.  per  annum,  ^JXThafa 

payable  quarterly ;  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  the  25th  q"«*'«e''«  ""^ 

of  March  then  next  following.     The  distress  was  made  due  on  the 

^  .        •  .        11  »    ,      1^  1     «  -    25th  March. 

for  two  quarters  rent,  alleged  to  have  acciued  due  at  a  landlord's 
Lady-day,  1836.  The  evidence  of  the  distress  was*  j'he'lenam"!' "^ 
that  the  broker  went  to  the  plaintiff's  house,  which  was  *»®"»®»  »°<* 

pressed  for 
payment  of  rent  alleged  to  be  due,  and  3^  3s,  for  expenses  of  the  levy,  but  touched  nothing, 
and  made  no  inTentorj.   The  tenant  paid  him  the  rent  and  expenses  under  protest,  on  which  he 
withdrew.     In  an  action  against  the  landlord  for  an  excessive  distress: — Held,  that  the  defendant 
could  not  say  there  bad  been  no  actual  distress. 

By  an  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  a  house,  No.  38,  was  let  to  the  plaintiff. 
After  the  agreement  was  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  altered  (it  was  not  proved 
by  whom)  by  writing  35  instead  of  38  on  an  erasure.  The  house  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  under 
the  agreement  was  in  fact  No.  35 : — HeUf  that  the  altered  agreement  might  be  given  in  evidence 
in  m  9ctbn  for  an  excesaive  distress  (in  which  the  demise  was  admitted  on  the  record),  to  shew 
the  terms  of  the  holding. 
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Exeh.  of  PkoM,  No.  S5,  and  pressed  him  for  payment  of  the  money,  but 
took  none  of  his  goods,  and  made  out  no  inventory; 
but  the  plaintifTy  by  the  advice  of  his  attorney,  paid  2\L 
for  the  rent,  and  3/.  3s.  for  expenses  to  the  broker,  tinder 
protest,  and  thereupon  the  broker  withdrew  from  the  pre- 
mises. It  appeared  also,  that  after  the  execution  of  the 
agreement  and  its  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  the  number  of 
the  house  had  been  altered  from  38  to  35,  the  5  being 
written  on  an  erasure  over  the  8 ;  and  the  jury  found  that 
this  was  done  without  the  defendant's  knowledge.  For 
the  defendant,  three  objections  were  taken:  first,  that 
by  virtue  of  the  agreement  half  a  year's  rent  was  due 
when  the  distress  was  made ;  secondly,  that  the  agree- 
ment was  void  by  reason  of  the  alteration ;  and  thirdly, 
that  no  actual  distress  was  proved.  The  learned  judge 
reserved  all  these  points,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  Tcrdict 
for  13/.  ISs. 

In  Easter  Term,  Erie  moved,  in  pursuance  of  the  leave 
reserved,  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  First,  half  a  year's  rent 
was  due.  It  was  said  for  the  plaintiff,  that  under  the 
agreement,  the  first  quarter's  rent  only  became  payable 
at  the  Lady-day  following ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  the 
intention  of  the  parties  was  only  that  the  payment  of  the 
quarter's  rent  which  would  have  fallen  due  at  Christmas 
should  be  postponed  till  Lady-day.  The  only  question  is,  to 
what  period  the  payment  for  the  lapsed  quarter  is  deferred 
— whether  to  the  end  of  the  term,  or  only  until  the  next 
quarter  day?  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The first  quarterly 
payment  is  to  be  made  on  the  S5th  March ;  therefore  the 
previous  quarter's  rent  is  either  forgiven  altogether,  or 
postponed  to  the  end  of  the  term.  Parke^  B. — ^The  last 
rent  would  become  due  at  Christmas  184^.  The  only 
consequence  is,  that  the  lessor  will  lose  bis  remedy  by 
distress  for  that  rent ;  he  retains  his  remedy  on  the  con- 
tract.] 

Secondly,  there  was  no  actual  distress ;  nothing  being 
taken,  no  person  remaining  on  the  premises,  and  no  inven- 


TRINITY  TERM,  7  WILL.  IV.  811 

tory  being  made :  Swann  v.  Lard  Falmouth  (a).  The  de-  Bxeh,  rf  PUas, 
fendant  did  not^  in  the  terms  of  the  declaration,  *'  take 
and  seize'*  the  plaintiff's  goods.  [Atderson^  B. — The 
plaintiff  paid  the  expenses  of  the  levy.]  That  might  form 
a  ground  of  action  for  money  had  and  received.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — ^The  defendant,  by  his  broker,  appears 
there  and  says,  '*  Unless  you  pay  me  2\L  for  rent,  and 
three  guineas  for  expenses,  I  shall  take  your  goods."  It 
does  not  lie  in  the  defendant's  mouth,  after  receiving  the 
money,  to  say  there  was  no  distress.  Parke,  B. — The 
plaintiff  could  not  be  bound  to  pay  the  three  guineas  un- 
less there  had  been  a  distress :  then  the  defendant  receives 
it  on  the  footmg  of  there  having  been  a  distress.  Alder* 
son,  B. — It  is  really  no  more  than  an  agreement  not  to  go 
through  a  mere  ceremony.] 

Thirdly,  the  agreement  was  void  by  reason  of  the  alter- 
ation in  it  after  it  was  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  a 
document  essential  to  the  proof  of  the  plaintiff's  case, 
since  without  it  he  could  not  prove  the  real  amount  of  rent 
due :  then  the  jury  have  found  that  it  was  altered  without 
the  defendant's  assent.  On  this  point  the  Court  granted 
a  rule  nisi;  against  which 

Bompas,  Seijt.,  and  Halcomb,  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  only  question  is,  whether  the  deed  is  absolutely  void 
by  this  alteration.  Now  it  is  clear  that  the  house  No.  35 
was  the  one  intended  by  both  parties  to  be  leased ;  the 
alteration,  therefore,  carried  into  effect,  instead  of  defeat- 
ing, the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  was  immaterial  under 
the  circumstances :  since,  if  the  number  38  had  been  left 
in  the  agreement,  and  it  appeared  that  No.  35  was  the  house 
intended,  the  latter  would  equally  pass  by  it.  There  was 
no  distinct  evidence  that  the  instrument  was  altered  by  the 
plaintiff;  but  even  if  it  was,  and  if  the  alteration  was  made 
merely  to  correct  a  mistake,  and  not  animo  cancellandi, 

{a)  8  B.  &  Gr.  456 ;  2  Man.  &  R.  634. 
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Bgck.  (/  PkQt,  it  would  not  vitiate  the  agreeoaent :  Perrott  v.  Perroii  («) ; 
see  also  Bates  ▼.  Grabham  (6)»  Motiewp  v*  London  Amut- 
ance  Company  {c)^  Roe  y.  Archbishop  qf  York{d^^  Hall  v. 
ChandlesM  {e),  Sugden  on  Powers^  412,  (5tb  edition). 
The  cases  as  to  alterations  in  bills  of  exchaiige  are  ana- 
logous. Thus,  where  a  bill  was  dated  by  mistake  in  1622 
instead  of  1823,  and  an  agent  of  the  drawer  and  acceptofj 
employed  to  hand  it  over  to  the  indorsee,  altered,  without 
their  consent,  the  6gure  2  into  a  3,  the  alteration  was  held 
immaterial :  Brutt  v.  Picard(J)*  Kershwo  v.  Coz  (gr),  Ja^ 
cobs  V*  Hart  (A),  Cole  v.  Parkin  (i)>  are  authoritiea  to  the 
like  effect  It  is  very  questionable«  moreover,  whether  an 
alteration  made  in  a  material  part  by  a  stranger  vitiates  a 
deed :  6  Co.  S6.  b.  note ;  Jacobs  v«  Hart ;  and  here  it  is  not 
found  to  have  been  made  by  the  plaintiff*  [AUkrsan^  B.— 
If  a  deed  is  executed  with  blanks,  and  afterwards  filled  up, 
it  is  void ;  yet  that  ia  carrying  out  the  ioteution  of  the 
parties,]  That  proceeds  on  the  ground  of  the  techDical 
plea  of  non  est  factum — ^it  cannot  strictly  be  said  to  h^  the 
deed  of  the  parties* 

But|  secondly,  assuming  that  the  agreement  is  void  so 
as  to  pass  any  interest  to  the  plaintiff*  it  was  admissibb  in 
evidence  between  these  parties  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  terms  of  the  tenancy,  for  which  purpose  alone  it  was 
necessary  to  use  it — the  demise  itself  being  admitted  on 
the  record,  and  the  only  point  in  issue  being  what  was  the 
amount  of  rent  due :  Doe  d.  Beankmd  v.  Hirst  {t).  The 
subsequent  alteration  does  not  devest  the  estate;  and  it  b 
not  pretended  that  there  was  any  alteration  as  to  the  terms 
of  the  taking.  It  is  not  therefore  material  to  consider 
whether  it  ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  to 

(a)  14  East,  423.  (/)  Ry.  &  M.  37- 

(6)  lSalk,444.  (g)  3E«p.346. 

(c)  I  Atk.  M5-  (h)  6  M.  &  Sel  142. 

(d)  6  East.  86.  (t)  12  East,  471. 

(e)  4Bing.  123;  l2Moore,316.  (*)  3  Stark.  60. 
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say  whether  the  alteration  was  made  by  the  plaintiff:  BkK.  of  Phoi, 
otherwise  it  might  be  urged»  that  the  defendant  ought 
to  have  elicited  all  the  circumstances  to  proye  the  fraud, 
and  that  the  jury  ought  to  have  found  it ;  it  will  not  b# 
presumed  after  verdict ;  Min^i  v.  Gibson  (a)« 

CrotMferj  con  tra.-*-If  this  ageement  had  been  presented  in 
evidence  as  it  was  originally  framed,  it  would  have  been  a 
deed  demising  No.  38,  whereas  the  distress  was  in  No.  85 ; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  there  were  not 
other  houses  which  the  plaintiff  occupied  as  tenant  to  the 
defendant.  The  only  evidence  of  the  contract  by  which  the 
rent  was  reserved  was  this  agreement;  the  plaintiff  pro* 
duces  it,  he  derives  a  benefit  under  it,  and  it  is  not  shewn 
ever  to  have  been  out  of  his  hands :  it  must  be  presumed 
against  him,  therefore,  that  the  alteration  was  made  with 
his  privity.  It  is  said  the  alteration  was  immaterial,  being 
made  to  correct  a  mistake.  But  in  Markham  v.  Gana$* 
ion  (6),  a  deed  was  held  to  be  avoided  by  the  insertion  of 
words  after  its  execution,  by  the  obligor's  servant,  and  al- 
though it  was  by  his  consent  and  for  his  benefit;  and 
Fenner,  J*»  there  cited  a  case  where  an  alteration  in  a  lease, 
as  to  the  amount  of  rent,  made  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  had  the  same  effect.  The  same  law  is  laid 
down  in  the  second  resolution  in  Pigofs  case  (c).  The 
common  law  doctrine  as  to  the  alteration  of  deeds  is  thus 
strict,  because  otherwise  the  whole  danger  of  admitting 
parol  evidence  to  vary  written  instruments  is  at  once  intro<- 
duced.  No  mistake  in  a  material  part  of  a  deed  can  be 
rectified,  after  its  execution,  by  one  party  behind  the  back 
of  the  other.  None  of  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side 
impugn  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  older  authorities. 
The  cases  as  to  alterations  in  bills  are  altogether  di& 
ferent ;  in  most  of  them  the  question  arose  on  the  pro- 

(a)  3  T.  R.  481.  (6)  Cro.  Eliz.  626.  (c)  11  Co.  27.  a. 
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^«*-^^'«".  visions  of  the  Stamp  Act — whether  by  the  alteration 
the  instrument  became  a  new  one,  so  as  to  require  a 
fresh  stamp.  In  Brutt  v.  Picard  the  alteration  was  made 
by  an  agent  of  botli  parties  before  the  bill  was  put  into 
circulation.  So  in  Kershaw  ▼.  CoXf  and  Hall  v.  Chandless, 
all  parties  agreed  to  the  alteration.  [Alderson,  B. — It  is 
difficult  to  understand  why  an  alteration  by  a  stranger 
should  in  any  case  avoid  the  deed — why  the  tortious  act  of 
a  third  person  should  affect  the  rights  of  the  two  parties 
to  itj  unless  the  alteration  goes  the  length  of  making  it 
doubtful  what  the  deed  originally  was,  and  what  (he  parties 
meant.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Suppose  the  stranger  de- 
stroyed instead  of  altering  it  ?]  In  Rippiner  v.  Wright  (a), 
it  was  held  that  no  parol  evidence  could  be  given,  even  of 
an  unstamped  agreement  which  had  been  destroyed  by  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  party  who  took  the  objection.  The 
true  reason  for  the  doctrine  as  to  the  alteration  of  written 
instruments  is  to  avoid  the  temptation  to  fraud  and  perjury 
which  would  otherwise  prevail. 

Then,  supposing  the  agreement  to  be  void,  was  it  recetT- 
able  in  evidence  ?  To  hold  it  so,  would  be  to  sanctioo  a 
most  dangerous  principle — ^that  a  deed,  intended  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  made,  by  an  act  which  must  be 
considered  wrongful,  may  be  brought  into  Court  and  looked 
at  to  establish  the  right  of  the  party  out  of  whose  hands 
it  comes  in  its  altered  state,  and  to  whom  it  was  delivered 
unaltered.  The  instrument  is  to  be  void  as  to  the  demise  of 
the  premises,  and  yet  the  rent  is  to  be  given  in  evidence. 
It  is  but  one  step  farther  to  say  the  plaintiff  might  give 
parol  evidence,  though  he  has  alleged  a  written  demise. 
The  alteration  vitiates  the  instrument  as  a  whole: 
Master  v.  Miller  (i),  Tidmarsh  v.  Grover  (c),  Cawie 
y.  Harrison  (d).  Suppose  the  declaration  had  alleged 
a  demise   of  No.  38,    and    the    agreement   bad    been 

(a)  2  B.  &  A](1.  1096.  (c)  1  M.  &  Sel.  735. 

(b)  4  T.  R.  320.  (d)  4  B.  &  Aid.  197. 
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put  in  as  originally  written,  and  the  distress  were  proved  ^^k.  of  PUat, 

in  No.  85,  the  declaration  then  would  not  be  supported  by 

the  evidence.    Again,  suppose  the  declaration  alleged  a 

demise  of  No.  35,  would  this  instrument  support  that 

count  ?    It  is  submitted  that  no  parol  testimony  could  be 

given  to  shew  it  was  a  mistake,  because  non  constat  that 

the  plaintiff  might  not  have  an  instrument  behind,  properly 

applying  to  No.  35.     Parol  evidence  is  admissible  only 

where  there  is  an  ambiguity — as  if  it  were  doubtful  which 

was  the  figure,  5  or  8. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for 
making  the  rule  absolute :  nor  do  I  think,  when  the  case  is 
rightly  understood,  that  the  question  arises  whether  an  alter- 
ation even  by  the  plaintiff  ought  to  avoid  the  agreement. 
If  it  does,  the  only  consequence  would  be  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  him  to  maintain  an  action  upon  as  on  a 
demise ;  but  it  is  quite  a  different  question  whether  it  can 
be  given  in  evidence.  It  may  be  void  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  an  interest  under  it,  but  nevertheless  admissible 
to  prove  a  collateral  fact.  The  very  case  cited  by 
Mr.  Crowder,  of  a  lessee  altering  for  the  benefit  of 
the  lessor,  illustrates  the  ground  on  which  our  judg- 
ment ought  to  proceed.  Though  it  may  be  true  that 
he  lost  the  benefit  of  the  term,  yet  the  instrument  would 
be  available,  even  though  altered  by  himself,  to  shew 
the  amount  of  bygone  rent  due  for  the  occupation.  I 
think  Mr.  Halcomb  has  put  the  present  case  on  its  true 
ground.  The  declaration  alleges  a  tenancy,  (which  is 
not  denied),  and  a  distress  for  more  rent  than  was 
due,  which  is  the  point  in  issue:  a  distress  is  proved  in 
No.  35 ;  all  the  evidence  applied  to  that  house,  and  there 
is  no  suggestion  that  the  landlord  has  demised  any  other; 
and  to  shew  the  amount  of  the  rent,  this  agreement  is  put 
in.  Now,  suppose  it  never  to  have  been  altered,  and  to 
stand  No.  38— the  plahuiff  might  have  shewn  that  the 
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B*eh.  ^  Pka9,  defendant  had  no  house  No.  389  or  any  other  circunwtanees 
to  prove  that  No.  88  was  an  immaterial  part  of  the  deacrip- 
tion.     Suppose  the  landlord^  having  but  one  house  in 
Broad  Street,  had  put  a  wrong  number  into  the  sigree* 
roenti  and  had  let  the  party  into  possession  under  it — 
would  it  not  have  passed  any  interest?    If  the  landlord 
said,  '^  This  lease  does  not  apply  to  the  house  you  occupy »** 
the  tenant  would  answer*  *'  Yes*  I  shew  that  it  does :  you 
let  me  into  No.  SS,  haying  signed  this  paper  with  me :  the 
instrument  is  binding  as  to  all  its  other  terms/*    Again, 
if  No.  85  was  the  house  intended^  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  parol  evidence  was  receivable  to  shew  that  the  88 
was  a  mistake.    If  there  were  any  suggestion  that  the  de- 
fendant had  any  other  house,  the  case  might  be  different; 
but  we  must  take  the  facts  to  be,  that  the  parties  really 
and  bona  fide  intended  to  let  No.  85,  and  that  the  whole 
controversy  was  about  that  house.     If,  then,  the  plaintiff 
lost  his  interest  in  the  term  by  the  alteration,  it  is  never- 
theless admissible  to  shew  the  terms  on  which  be  held 
No.  85.    No  case  has  gone  the  lengdi  of  saying  that* 
when  a  deed  is  altered,  and  thereby  vitiated,  it  ceases  to 
be  evidence:  it  may  be  so  with  reference  to  the  stamp 
laws : — there  is  no  occasion,  however,  in  the  present  case, 
to  raise  the  general  question.   The  old  law  was,  no  doobt, 
much  more  strict  than  it  has  been  in  modem  times^ 
Originally,  there  could  be  no  such  thing  as  founding  upon 
a  deed  without  making  profert  of  it ;  and  it  was  but  an 
invention  of  the  pleaders,  growing  out  of  a  decision  of 
Lord  Mansfield's,  to  allege,  as  an  excuse  for  not  making 
profert,  a  loss  of  the  deed  by  time  and  accident ;  founded 
on  the  presumption  to  be  derived  from  long  possession  and 
enjoyment.    I  can  hardly  see  how  such  a  course  is  con- 
sistent with  the  old  authorities  which  say  that  any  altera- 
tion, even  by  a  stranger,  shall  vitiate  a  deed.    If  it  be  so 
altered  as  to  leave  no  evidence  of  what  it  originally  was, 
that  may  prevent  any  party  from  using  it ;  or  if  it  be 
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altered  in  a  material  part  by  a  party  taking  a  benefit  under  Bteh.^Ptea$, 
it,  that  may  prevent  him  even  from  shewing  what  it  origi- 
nally was.  Here,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  decide  that 
this  agreement  was  evidence  to  prove  the  terms  of  the 
holding ;  and  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  other  holding 
than  that  of  the  house  No.  85. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Alderson,  B.-^Tbis  is  an  agreement,  and  the  rules  as 
to  deeds,  to  which  there  is  a  plea  of  non  est  factum,  are 
not  applicable.  Then  we  are  to  look  to  the  instrument,  to 
see  what  was  originally  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  and 
if  it  had  remained  No.  38,  I  think  it  was  admissible  in 
evidence. 

GuRUBY,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Dawes  o.  Anstruther. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  two  bills  of  exchange  for  2B0L  each,  in  atiumpsit 
dated  the  1st  June,  18S0,  drawn  by  one  W.  Gordon  upon  g^ngt  "he^ac-^ 
and  accepted  by  the  defendant,  payable  six  months  after  uij^^'r^^?^ 
date  to  the  drawer  or  hb  order,  and  by  him  indorsed  to  for  250i.  each, 
the  plaintiff.     It  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  arrested  wm  indorse/ 
on  the  17ih  November  last  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  capias,  i|na*lfpwdt?" 
on  the  copy  of  which  was  the  following  indorsement : —  ^  declaration 
"  Bail  for  S40/.  and  upwards  by  affidavit."    It  had  also  deUvered,  con- 
another  indorsement,  as  follows: — "  The  plaintiff  claims  ^i^tlhone 
^^60/.  6*.  4A,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  30th  Decem-  ^^l!:^^SL 

the  bills.    Tlie 

her,  1830,  to  the  day  of  payment,  for  debt,  and  8L  lOs*  particulars  of 
for  costs,    and  if  the  amount  thereof  is  paid  to  the  accompanied 

the  declaration 
were  as  follows:  "  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  Bom  of  260/.  and  upwards,  due  from  the 
defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  several  bills  of  exchange  set  forth  in  the  first  and  last  counts  of 
the  declaration,"  &c.  An  order  having  been  made  for  further  and  better  particulars: — Heid,  on 
motion  Co  set  aside  this  ordtri  that  the  defendant  waa  entitled  ta  better  partieslars:  Jldinom,  B., 
dissentiente. 


818  CASES  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER, 

Exeh,  of  PkoMt  plaintiflTor  his  attornies  within  four  days  from  the  service 

-*    hereof,  further  proceedings  will  be  stayed."    The  sum  of 

Dawes       S60/.  was  paid  into  Court  in  lieu  of  bail.    A  declaration 

Anstrvtber.  was  afterwards  delivered,  which  contained  two  counts,  one 
on  each  of  the  bilb.  The  particulars  of  demand  annexed  to 
the  declaration  were  as  follows : — ''  This  action  is  brought 
to  recover  the  sum  of  500/.  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  several  bills  of  exchange  set  forth  in  the 
first  and  last  counts  of  the  declaration,  and  also  interest 
thereon  from  the  4th  December  18S0  to  the  day  of  pay- 
ment." A  summons  was  afterwards  taken  out  before 
Gumetff  B.,  at  chambers,  for  a  further  and  better  account 
in  writing  of  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
with  dates,  for  which  the  action  was  brought ;  and  the 
learned  Baron  having  made  an  order  accordingly, 

OglCf  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  this  order  should  not  be  rescinded.  The  affidavit  of 
Gordon,  the  drawer,  stated  that  the  bills  were  accepted 
by  the  defendant  for  a  good  and  valuable  consideration, 
and  that  before  the  bills  became  duCf  he  the  drawer  duly 
indorsed  them  over  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  collateral  security 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  him,  and 
upon  the  express  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the 
plaintiff  would  account  to  him  for  all  money  recovered  upon 
the  bills  beyond  what  should  appear  due  from  him  to  the 
plaintiff:  and  that  money  equal  to  the  whole  amount  of  the 
said  two  bills,  together  with  all  interest  thereon,  was  still 
due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to  him  the  drawer. 
Against  this  rule 

Thesiger  now  shewed  cause. — In  general,  particulars  of 
demand  are  not  required  in  actions  on  bills  of  exchange ; 
but  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  the  learned  judge 
has  properly  exercised  his  discretion  in  ordering  a  further 
and  better  account  in  writing  of  the  plaintiff's  particulars 
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of  demand,  with  the  dates  of  the  bills,  &c.  [Lord  Abin-  ^^\^/'*^' 
ger,  C.  B. — ^The  general  rule  is,  that  particulars  are  not  %  ^'  ^ 
necessary  in  actions  upon  bills  of  exchange ;  but  when  the  Dawbs 
party  abandons  the  bill,  and  goes  upon  an  open  account,  it  Anstrutbbb. 
is  otherwise;  and  here  the  plaintiflT  himself  has  volunteered 
to  furnish  some  particulars.]  Brooks  v.  Farlar  (a)  may 
be  relied  upon  on  the  other  side  ;  but  there  it  appeared 
from  the  defendant's  affidavit,  that  he  was  acquainted  with 
the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  Tindaly  C.  J.,  there 
said  :  *'  On  a  single  count  for  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  any  particulars,  unless  he  makes 
out  a  strong  case  of  exception.  No  such  case  is  made  out 
on  these  affidavits,  from  which  it  appears  that  within  a  few 
shillings  the  parties  are  acquainted  with  each  other's  case." 
But  here  the  defendant  does  not  know  for  what  the  plain«> 
tiff  is  going.  He  holds  the  defendant  to  bail  for  240L  and 
upwards,  and  then  states  that  he  goes  for  the  sums  men- 
tioned in  the  two  counts  of  the  declaration,  which  claim 
500/.,  the  full  amount  of  the  two  bills,  so  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  know  what  he  is  seeking  to  recover.  [Alder" 
sont  B. — There  could  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
demand,  because  the  demand  is  for  the  two  biUs  mentioned 
in  the  declaration.  Perhaps  you  might  have  a  right  to  ask 
the  plaintiff  for  how  much  he  goes.]  We  want  to  ask  him 
as  to  certain  goods  which  he  has  given  as  a  consideration 
for  these  bills.  [Aklerson,  B. — You  are  in  fact  asking  for 
a  bill  of  discovery ;  you  had  better  go  into  equity  for  that* 
It  is  not  common  to  require  anything  more  than  the 
amount.  The  declaration  shews  what  the  plaintiff  goes 
for,  and  he  has  only  to  add  the  amount  for  which  he  goes, 
and  then  the  question  will  arise  at  chambers  as  to  whether 
he  has  not  complied  with  the  learned  Judge's  order.  The 
question  is,  whether  this  is  not  a  good  bill  of  particulars  ?] 

(a)  3  Bingh.  N.  C.  291. 


8^  CASES  IN  THS  EXCH^QUfilt, 

Etdh.  of  PUai,      Ogl&i  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  partieuUrs  are  as 


1837. 


fill!  as  tbey  can  be.  The  declaration  contains  two  counts, 
one  on  each  bill,  and  in  which  the  dates  of  the  bills  already 
appear.  It  is  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  ac* 
eeptor ;  therefore  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  recover  ex- 
cept upon  the  bilk«  Though  the  indorsement  on  the  writ 
is  only  for  240/.,  the  plaintiff  is  not  prevented  by  that  from 
going  for  and  recoYering  at  the  trial  the  whole  amoant  of 
the  two  bills.  There  is  no  rule  of  Court  or  case  which 
restrains  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  a  larger  sum  than  is 
indorsed  on  the  writ.  In  Brooks  v.  Farlatf  it  was  held 
that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  demand  particulars  on 
a  count  upon  a  bill  of  exchange.  In  that  case  it  was  said 
by  Stepkent  Serjt,  in  argument,  that  the  party  ought  to 
depose  that  he  does  not  know  for  what  the  plamtiff  is 
suing.    There  is  no  such  statement  in  this  affidavit. 

Lord  Abinobri  C.  B.— -I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  Suppose  this  had  been  an  action  by  Gordon 
himself^  and  the  defendant  had  made  an  application  for 
further  particulars,  upon  affidavit  stating  that  the  bills 
were  given  to  Gordon  under  an  agreement  that  he  should 
pay  some  debt  of  the  defendant's ;  if  Gordon  does  not 
deny  that  the  bills  were  merely  a  security  for  money  paid, 
although  in  point  of  law,  in  an  action  on  the  bills,  he  might 
sue  for  the  whole  amount,  yet  in  truth  he  has  no  right  ex* 
cept  to  the  amount  which  he  has  paid,  and  the  defendant 
has  a  right  to  know  what  sum  he  really  claims.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  these  bills  were  given,  not  for  a  debt,  but  as  a 
security  for  money  advanced.  I  should  think  this  is  a 
case  in  which  better  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand 
ought  to  be  given.  It  appears  from  the  affidavits  that 
S60L  is  the  whole  amount  which  he  claims. 

Aldbrson,  B.— a  bill  of  particulars  is  simply  this:— 
where  the  declaration  is  so  general  that  you  cannot  upon 
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the  face  of  it  ascertain  what  the  plaintiff  goes  for,  then  the  ^ch.  of  Pteat, 
defendant  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff  for  a  state-     v^..^^.^!^ 
ment  of  his  demand  ;  but  I  have  always  understood,  as  long       Dawes 
as  I  have  been  acquainted  with  the  law,  that  where  there   Anstrutber. 
is  a  count  stating  what  the  demand  is,  the  defendant  can- 
not require  particulars,  inasmuch  as  the  particular  is  the 
declaration  itself.    I  find  it  so  laid  down  in  all  the  books 
of  practice — particulars  of  the  sum  the  plaintiff*  seeks  to 
recover  are  never  required  in  actions  on  bills  of  exchange. 
It  may  be  an  unconscientious  thing  to  demand  this  500/. ; 
but  can  any  person  doubt,  if  he  sees  a  count  upon  one  bill 
of  exchange  for  250/.  and  a  count  upon  another  bill  of  ex- 
change for  250/.,  and  a  particular  that  the  plaintiff  goes  for 
the  amount  of  the  bills  in  these  counts — could  any  person 
doubt  the  distinctness  of  the  demand  ?  whether  consci- 
entious or  not  is  another  question.     I  should  think  these 
particulars  were  sufficient. 

BoLLAND,  B. — So  far  I  agree  with  my  Brother  Alder' 
ton,  that  there  roust  be  some  clear  and  specific  grounds 
for  asking  for  better  particulars  in  actions  on  bills  of  ex- 
change than  are  here  given,  and  I  am  not  aware,  except 
in  one  instance,  that  I  ever  made  such  an  order.  But,  in 
the  present  case,  if  the  application  had  been  made  to  me, 
I  should  have  called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  square  his  de- 
mand by  what  he  originally  endorsed  upon  the  writ,  viz. 
240/.  and  upwards.  If  the  holder  of  these  bills  had  a 
claim  for  500/.,  it  is  extraordinary  he  should  moderate  his 
claim  to  240/.  The  presumption  is,  that  an  indorsee  would 
claim  the  whole  amount  which  he  could  prove  at  the  trial. 
The  ground  upon  which  I  agree  with  The  Lord  Chief 
Baron  is  this,  that  the  plaintiff*  has  confined  himself  to  a 
claim  of  240/.  by  arresting  for  that  amount  only ;  if  he  had 
not  done  so,  the  defendant  would  have  been  left  to  a  Court 
of  Equity  and  a  bill  of  discovery.     It  is  clear  that  Gordon 

VOL.  II.  H  H  II  M.  w. 


CASKS  IN  THE  BXCHEQUBR, 


Dawes 

V. 

AKSTEOTBtk. 


^*cL  4  Pkmi,  put  the  bills  into  the  plaintiflTs  hands  as  a  security,  and, 
I  think,  under  the  circumstances,  *  that  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  give  particulars  of  the  sum  he  claims. 

GuRNKY,  B« — I  never,  in  any  other  case,  made  an  order 
for  better  particulars  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange ; 
but,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I  thought  it 
was  not  unreasonable  to  call  upon  the  plaintiff  to  state 
more. 

Rule  discharged* 


In  order  to 
ground  a  mo- 
tion for  an  at- 
tachment for 
difobedience  to 
a  writ  of  anb- 
pcena  ad  testi- 
ficandum, tlie 
affidavit  muit 
■utc  that  the 
party  was  a 
material  wit- 


Tin  LEY  9.  PoRTCR. 

JLN  Easter  Term  last,  Cresswett  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
for  an  attachment  against  John  Askew  for  not  attending  at 
the  trial  of  a  cause  at  the  last  Liverpool  Assizes,  pursuant 
to  a  writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum.  The  rule  was  ob* 
tained  on  an  affidavit  of  the  service  of  the  subpcena;  that 
a  note  was  sent  to  the  witness  the  evening  before  the  cause 
was  tried,  informing  him  that  the  cause  was  likely  to  be 
tried  early  the  following  morning,  but  that,  although  called 
upon  his  subpoena,  be  did  not  attend ;  but  it  did  not  state 
that  he  was  '*  a  material  and  necessary  witness."  The 
affidavit  in  answer  stated  that  Askew  sent  his  clerk  to  the 
Court  to  wait  till  the  cause  was  called  on,  and  then  to 
come  and  inform  him  of  it ;  that  his  clerk  did  so ;  but  that 
in  the  meantime  he  had  been  obliged  to  leave  his  office  on 
his  duties  as  harbour-master,  and  that  he  did  not  return 
until  the  cause  was  tried. 


Alexander  now  shewed  cause.----There  is  the  same  vice 
in  this  affidavit  as  there  was  in  the  affidavit  in  Taylor  v. 
Willans  (a),  where  it  was  held,  that,  to  render  a  person 
liable  to  an  attachment  for  not  attending  upon  a  sabpcena, 


(a)  4M.&P.69. 
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it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  applying  to  state  that  he  was  Bt^  of  PUoi^ 
a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  him.     Unless  a  clear  ^ 

case  of  contempt  be  made  out,  the  Court  will  not  inter-       Tinlbt 
feve.  PoRTBR. 

Cresswell,  contra. — The  witness,  having  been  served 
with  the  subpoena,  was  bound  to  attend,  unless  it  was  in- 
timated to  him  that  he  would  not  be  examined.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — You  may  have  another  remedy  by  ac- 
tion.] There  are  many  cases  in  which  an  attachment 
would  be  granted  where  no  action  can  be  maintained.  If 
it  had  been  shewn  that  there  had  been  any  misconduct,  or 
any  abuse  of  the  process  of  the  Court,  an  attachment  would 
not  he ;  but  if  not,  the  Court  will  grant  an  attachment  for 
disobedience  to  the  subpcena.  Here  there  was  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  bond. fide  intend  to  avail 
himself  of  Askew's  evidence,  but  the  contrary,  for  a  note 
was  sent  to  him  the  evening  before,  informing  him  that  the 
cause  was  likely  to  be  tried  early  the  following  morning. 

Lord  Abjnoer,  C.  B. — We  must  take  the  case  in  the 
Common  Pleas  as  an  authority,  that  where  a  party  seeks 
to  obtain  an  attachment,  the  affidavit  must  slate  that  he 
was  a  material  witness. 

Parks,  B. — ^We  are  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas.  It  appears  to  me  rather  a  new 
practice,  but  as  it  has  been  so  decided,  we  must  respect 
that  authority. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


H  H  H : 


8i^4 
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the  undertakerg 
of  the  Aire  and 
Calder  Navi- 
gation were 
empowered  to 
make  (among 
other  worka)  a 
navigable  cut 
or  canal  from 


with  the  river 
at  another  point, 
and  also  to  con- 
struct a  rail- 
road from  such 


Exch.  of  PUatt 
1637. 

Lee  and  Others^  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  rest  of 
the  Proprietors  of  the  Lake  Loch  Railroad,  v.  Sir  W. 
M.  MiLNER,  Bart.,  and  Others,  Trustees  for  the  Under- 
takers of  the  Aire  and  Calder  Navigation. 

By  the  act  of  UpON  a  motion  by  the  defendants,  in  Trinity  Term, 
9  Geo. 4,  c'98,  1834,  in  this  Court,  to  dissolve  an  injunction  awarded  and 
issued  against  the  defendants  and  the  rest  of  the  Under- 
takers of  the  navigation  of  the  rivers  Aire  and  Calder,  in 
the  M'est  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  by  an  order 
made  in  this  cause  bearing  date  the  8th  of  February,  1833, 
whereby  the  defendants  and  the  rest  of  the  said  under- 
the  river  Calder,  takers,  their  deputies,   agents,  servants,  and   workmen, 

to  communicate  •       i   r 

were  restrained  from  entermg  upon  or  taking  possession 
of  the  piece  or  parcel  of  land  in  the  said  order  mentioned, 
until  the  defendants  should  answer  the  plaintiffs'  bill,  and 
cut  to  the  high-   this  Court  make  other  order  to  the  contrary.  Lord  Ljfnd- 
Leeds  avT^      hurst,  C.  B.,  after  hearing  the  parties  by  their  couiisel, 

Wakefield;  and, 
for  auch  pur- 
poses, to  enter  upon  any  lands,  &c.,  making  satisfaction  as  thereinafter  menUoned;  andit  wm 
provided,  that  in  case  of  any  disputes  or  differences  between  the  undertakers  and  the  psrtia 
interested  in  the  lands,  &c.  taken,  used,  damaged,  or  affected  by  the  execution  of  any  of  the 
powers  of  the  act«  a  jury  should  be  summoned  in  manner  therein  directed,  who  should  asiett  and 
ascertain  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  be  paid  for  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  &c,  and  skowfait 
other  separate  and  distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money  should  be  paid  by  way  of  recompence,  either 
for  the  damages  which  should  or  might  before  that  time  have  been  susuined  as  aforesaid,  or  fir 
the  future  temporary  or  perpetual  continuance  of  any  recurring  damagee  which  should  bsvc  bees 
occasioned  as  aforesaid,  and  the  cause  or  occasion  of  which  should  have  been  only  in  partobmted 
or  repaired  by  the  undertakers,  and  which  coald  or  would  be  no  further  obviated,  repaired,  or 
remedied  by  them.  Other  clauses  provided  that  the  company  should  agree  for,  or  cause  to  be 
▼alued  and  paid  for,  the  lands,  &c.  which  they  were  empowered  to  purchase,  withm  fire  yetn 
after  the  passing  of  the  act;  that  they  should  not  deviate  above  100  yards  from  the  parlianeotary 
line,  and  that  they  should  complete  all  their  works  within  fifteen  years. 

A  dispute  having  arisen  as  to  the  value  of  a  piece  of  land  in  which  the  contemplated  lail-rssJ 
crossed  the  line  of  an  existing  rail -road,  a  Jury  was  summoned  pursuant  to  the  act,  who  ancsied 
the  value  and  damagea  as  follows: — ^Value  of  the  land,  6/.;  present  damages,  0;  future  dansfc^ 
S800L  At  this  time  the  undertakers  had  contracted  or  paid  for  all  the  lands  required  for  their  vorkf. 
but  had  not  executed  the  works  between  the  termini  laid  down  in  the  parliamentary  map,  and  bsi 
deviated  above  100  yards  ft-om  the  parliamenury  line,  and  made  a  cut  through  land  of  their  o«b*. 

Held,  first,  that  that  part  of  the  verdict  which  assessed  the  future  damagea  was  void;  for  M 
in  order  to  enable  the  jury,  under  the  act  of  Parliament,  to  make  an  assessment  of  future  damsfC'i 
the  cause  of  injury  must  already  exist  in  some  work  of  the  underukers  already  done. 

Secondly,  that  unless  the  undertakers  had  finally  abandoned  the  intention  of  making  the  «(>■ 
the  parliamentary  line,  they  had  a  right,  at  any  time  within  the  fifteen  years,  to  take  possosioo  d 
the  land  in  quesdon,  on  payment  or  tender  of  the  6L  assessed  as  its  value,  and  that  they  bad  i 
right  to  go  on  timultaneously  with  the  making  both  of  the  cut  and  of  the  rail-road. 


g  JK  Vai..2.  r,  S2S. 


^  iCtK.  60.  OleLBazl^ 
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continued  the  injunction,  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  this  ^ch,  ofPUaa, 
Court  might  be  taken  upon  the  following  case : — 

Before  the  year  1803,  a  number  of  persons  having 
formed  themselves  into  a  private  company  or  partnership, 
by  the  name  of  the  Lake  Loch  Railroad  Company,  now 
represented  in  interest  by  the  plaintiffs  and  several  other 
persons,  made  and  completed,  at  their  own  expense,  and 
principally  on  land  belonging  to  the  company,  a  railroad, 
known  by  the  name  of  the  Lake  Loch  Railroad,  extend- 
ing from  certain  staiths  upon  the  river  Calder,  in  the 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  for  about  three  miles 
in  length,  towards  certain  collieries  situate  at  the  western 
extremity  of  the  line. 

The  plan  hereunto  annexed  (a)  shews  the  Lake  Loch 
Railroad,  of  which  the  part  crossed  by  the  line  thereon  at 
B  147,  is  made  entirely  on  land  belonging  to  the  company ; 
and  the  same  plan  shews  also  the  various  cuts,  canals, 
ways,  and  other  works,  and  the  several  places  hereinafter 
mentioned  and  referred  to.  Ever  since  it  was  made,  the 
Lake  Loch  Railroad  has  been  constantly  used  for  tbe  car- 
riage of  coals  by  owners  and  occupiers  of  collieries  con- 
nected therewith  by  means  of  other  railroads,  and  has 
thereby  yielded  to  the  company  an  annual  profit  from  the 
tolls  or  dues  paid  for  such  carriage,  amounting,  upon  an 
average,  during  the  last  three  years,  to  700/.  per  annum^ 
after  deducting  all  expenses. 

By  several  aets  of  Parliament,  and  particularly  by 
the  10  &  11  Will.  3,  c.  19,  the  14  Geo.  3,  c.  96,  the 
1  Geo.  4,  c.  39,  and  9  Geo.  4,  c.  98,  the  undertakers  of 
the  rivers  Aire  and  Calder,  in  the  said  West  Riding,  have 
been  authorized,  amongst  other  things,  to  make  the  said 
rivers  navigable,  and  to  make  certain  cuts,  canals,  and 
other  workS)  and  to  improve  the  said  navigation,  under 
the  several  powers,  provisoes,  and  restrictions  in  the  s^d 
several  acts  mentioned. 

(a)  See  the  plan  opposite  this  page. 
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Bxeh,  of  Pkat,      By  the  last  of  these  acts,  the  9  Geo.  *,  c.  98,  the  ttid 
1837.  . 

^  '  ^     undertakers  were,  amongst  other  things,  authorised  and 

Lbb  empowered  at  their  own  costs  and  charges  to  make,  com- 

MrLiTER.  plete,  and  maintain  a  navigable  cut  or  canal  from  and  out 
of  the  river  Calder,  at  or  near  to  a  place  called  the  Broad 
Reach,  in  the  township  of  StanIey*cnm-Wrenthorpe,  in 
the  parish  of  Wakefield,  to  communicate  with  the  aaid 
river  Calder  at  or  near  to  a  place  called  Woodnook,  in  the 
township  of  Akofts,  in  the  parish  of  Normanton ;  and  ao 
aqueduct  over  the  river  Calder,  at  or  near  to  a  place  called 
Stanley  Ferry,  in  the  said  townships  of  Stanley-cnm- 
Wrenthorpe  and  Altofts;  also  a  collateral  navigable  branch 
or  canal  from  and  out  of  the  said  last-mentioned  cut  or 
canal,  at  or  near  to  a  place  called  Foxholes,  to  join  and 
communicate  with  the  river  Calder  at  or  near  to  a  place 
called  Foxholes  Bight,  both  in  the  township  of  Altofts 
aforesaid;  also  a  railway  or  tramroad,  with  proper  works 
and  conveniences  for  the  passage  of  waggons,  carta,  and 
other  carriages  properly  constructed,  from  the  said  in* 
tended  cut  from  Broad  Reach  to  Woodnook,  at  or  bear  to 
Stanley  Ferry  aforesaid,  to  communicate  with  a  public  high- 
way or  turnpike  road  leading  between  Leeds  and  Wake^ 
field,  at  or  near  to  a  place  there,  called  Lofthouse  Grate, 
all  in  the  township  of  Stanley-cum«^Wrenthorpe  aforesaid ; 
also  a  navigable  cut  or  canal,  or  new  course  or  channel  fer 
the  said  river  Calder,  from  and  out  of  the  said  river  Calder, 
at  or  near  to  Woodnook  aforesaid,  to  join  and  communi- 
cate with  the  said  river  at  a  bend  therein  in  ihe  town^ip 
of  Methley,  below  a  certain  place  called  Fairies'  Hill ;  and 
to  make  and  do  divers  other  matters  and  things  connected 
therewith,  and  with  the  other  works  mentioned  and  refier- 
red  to  in  the  said  act*  And  for  the  purposes  of  the  act, 
or  any  of  them,  the  said  undertakers,  their  deputies,  ser- 
vants, sgents,  and  workmen,  were  thereby  authorised  and 
empowered  to  enter  into  and  upon  the  lands  and  gionnds 
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of  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic,  corporate,  or  col-  Bteh.  of  PUat^ 
legiate,  whomsoever  and  whatsoever,  for  the  purposes  in  the 
act  mentioned,  doing  as  little  damage  as  might  be  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  several  powers  thereby  granted,  and  mak- 
ing satisfaction  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned  to  the 
owners  or  proprietors  of,  and  all  persons  interested  in,  the 
lands,  messuages,  buildings,  tenements,  and  heredita^ 
ments,  weirs,  waters,  watercourses,  brooks  or  streams 
respectively,  which  should  be  taken  or  removed,  diverted 
or  prejudiced,  for  all  the  damages  to  be  by  them  sustain- 
ed in  or  by  the  execution  of  all  or  any  of  the  powers  of 
the  said  act. 

By  the  6th  section  it  is  enacted,  that  the  said  under- 
takers, in  making  the  said  intended  cuts,  canals,  channels, 
branches,  railways,  or  tramroads,  shall  not  deviate  more 
than  100  yards  of  3  feet  each  from  the  course  or  direc- 
tion deUneated  on  the  map  or  plan,  [which  had  been,  in 
pursuance  of  s.  5,  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
for  the  West  Riding.] 

By  the  SOth  section  it  is  enacted  as  follows :  *'  And  for 
settling  all  differences  which  may  arise  between  the  said 
undertakers  and  the  several  owners  of  and  persons  inte- 
rested in  the  lands,  grounds,  messuages,  mills,  buildings, 
tenements,  hereditaments,  streams,  brooks,  weirs,  dams, 
waters,  or  watercourses  which  shall  or  may  be  taken, 
used,  stopped  up,  pulled  down,  damaged,  affected,  or 
prejudiced  by  the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers  hereby 
granted  touching  the  purchase-money  to  be  paid  or  recom- 
pence  to  be  made  to  them  respectively;  be  it  enacted^ 
that  if  any  body  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate,  corpora-^ 
tion  aggregate  or  sole,  trustee  or  trustees,  tenant  for  life 
or  in  tail,  husband  or  guardian,  or  any  other  person  or 
persons  so  interested  as  aforesaid,  shall  differ  or  shall  not 
agree  with  the  said  undertakers  as  to  the  amount  of  such 
purchase-money,  recompence,  or  other  compensation,  and 
such  amount  cannot  be  adjusted,  settled,  and  agreed  for 
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^^\^*j*^^*  by  and  between  such  parties  and  the  said  undertakersi  or 
if  such  parties  shall  refuse  to  accept  such  purchase-money, 
&c.,  as  shall  be  offered  to  them  by  the  said  undertaken 
or  their  agent,  and  shall  give  notice  thereof  in  writing  to 
the  said  undertakers  within  fourteen  days  next  after  such 
offer  shall  have  been  made,  and  the  party  or  parties  gir* 
ing  such  notice  shall  therein  request  that  the  matters  io 
dispute  may  be  submitted  to  the  determination  of  a  jury ; 
or  if  any  body  politic,  &c.,  or  other  person  or  persons 
seised  or  possessed  of,  or  interested  in  or  entitled  to,  or 
capacitated  to  sell  any  such  lands,  &c.  as  aforesaid,  shall, 
for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  next  after  notice  in  writing 
shall  have  been  given  to  the  principal  oflScer  of  any  such 
body  politic,  &c.,  or  to  such  person  respectively,  or  left 
at  the  last  or  usual  place  of  his  or  her  abode,  &c.,  neglect 
or  refuse  to  treat,  or  shall  not  agree  with  the  said  under* 
takers  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  their  respective  es- 
•tates  and  interests  therein,  or  cannot  be  found,  &c.,  &c; 
[the  clause  then  goes  on  to  provide,  in  the  usual  terms, 
for  the  summoning,  empannelling,  &c«,  of  a  jury  before  the 
justices  in  sessions,  to  hear  evidence  as  to  the  matter  in 
controversy;]  and  such  jury  upon  their  oath  shall  inquire 
of,  assess,  and  ascertain  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  be 
paid  for  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  &c.,  and  also  what 
other  separate  and  distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money  shall  be 
paid  by  way  of  recompence,  either  for  the  damages  which 
shall  or  may  before  that  time  have  been  sustained  as  afore* 
said,  or  for  the  future  temporary  or  perpetual  continuamee 
of  any  recurringdamages  which  shall  have  beenso  oceanom* 
ed  as  aforesaid,  and  the  cause  or  occasion  of  which  shall 
have  been  only  in  part  obviated  or  repaired  by  the  said 
undertakers,  and  which  can  or  will  be  no  further  obviated, 
repaired,  or  remedied  by  them;  and  the  said  justices  shall 
accordingly  give  judgment  for  such  purchase-money  or  re- 
eom pence  as  shall  be  assessed  by  such  jury,  which  verdict, 
and  the  judgment  to  be  thereupon  pronounced  as  afore- 
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aaicif  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive,  to  all  intents  and  £*ch.  qf  Pie<u, 
purposes,  against  all  bodies  politic,  ftc,  and  all  other  per- 
sons whomsoever,"  &c. 

By  the  27th  section  it  is  enacted,  ''That  the  juries 
aliall  award  all  determinations,  judgments,  and  verdicts 
which  they  shall  respectively  make  and  give  concerning 
the  value  of  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  sepa- 
rately and  distinctly  from  any  damages  sustained  or  to  be 
sustained  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  distinguish  the  value  set 
upon  lands,  tenements,  and  other  hereditaments,  and  the 
money  assessed  or  adjudged  for  such  damages  as  afore- 
said, separately  and  apart  from  each  other." 

The  29th  section  directs  ''That  all  verdicts  and  judg- 
ments shall  be  kept  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  be 
deemed  records  to  all  intents  and  purposes.'* 

By  the  40th  section  it  is  enacted,  "  That  upon  payment 
or  legal  tender  of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  shall 
have  been  contracted  or  agreed  for  between  the  parties, 
or  assessed  by  any  jury  or  juries  in  manner  aforesaid,  for 
the  purchase  of  any  lands,  &c.,  or  as  a  recompence  for  the 
yearly  produce  or  profit,  or  as  a  compensation  for  damages 
as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  to  the  proprietor  or  proprietors 
of  such  lands  and  premises,  or  such  other  person  or  per- 
sons as  shall  be  interested  therein  or  entitled  to  receive 
such  compensation,  within  one  calendar  month  after  the 
same  shall  have  been  so  agreed  for,  determined,  or 
awarded,  or  if  the  person  or  persons  so  entitled  or  inter- 
ested, or  any  of  them,  cannot  be  found,  or  shall  refuse  to 
receive  the  same,  or  shall  not  be  able  to  make  a  good  title 
to  or  shall  refuse  to  execute  a  conveyance  or  conveyances 
of  the  land  or  premises  which  shall  be  required  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  then,  upon  payment  of  such  sum  or 
sums  of  money  into  the  Bank  of  England,  for  the  use  of 
the  person  or  persons  so  interested  or  entitled  as  aforesaid, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  undertakers,  and  their  agents, 
servants,  or  workmen,  immediately  or  at  any  time  to  enter 
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Eteh.  9f  PUat,  upon  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  respectireljr, 
^  '  -  and  then  and  thereupon  the  lands,  &c.»  and  the  fee-simple 
Lbs  and  inheritance  thereofi  together  with  the  yearly  profits 
M iLNCR.  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  use,  trust,  and  interest  of  any 
person  or  persons  therein,  shall  from  thenceforth  become 
the  property  of  the  said  undertakers,  to  and  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  act,  for  ever,  &c.  Provided  neyerthelesa,  that 
before  or  until  such  payment  or  legal  tender  as  aforesaid, 
it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  said  undertakers,  or  any  per^ 
son  or  persons  acting  hy  or  under  their  authority,  or  under 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  dig  or  cut  any  land  or  ground, 
or  to  take  down  or  remove  or  alter  any  messuage,  mill, 
building,  tenement,  or  other  hereditament,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  said  cuts,  canals,  channels,  branches,  rail- 
ways, tram-roads,  docks,  basins,  and  other  works,  or  any 
part  thereof,  without  leave  or  consent  in  writing  of  the 
proprietor  or  proprietors  thereof  respectively  entitled  to 
such  payment ;  and  in  case  any  person  or  persona  shall 
enter  upon  any  such  land,  ground,  or  premises,  and  com- 
mit any  such  offence,  before  or  until  such  payment  or  legal 
tender  shall  have  been  made,  each  and  every  such  person 
so  offending  shall  forfeit  and  pay  the  sura  of  5^  for  each 
and  every  day  he  shall  remain  or  be  on  such  lands  or  pre- 
mises, to  the  proprietor  or  proprietors  of  the  lands  or 
premises.'' 

And  by  the  110th  and  111th  sections  of  the  la.<tHiien- 
tioned  act,  it  was  further  enacted  as  follows  :-— 

Section  110 — **  That  if  the  said  undertakers  shall  not, 
within  the  space  of  five  years,  to  be  computed  firom  the 
passing  of  this  act,  agree  for  or  cause  to  be  valued  and 
paid  for  as  in  this  act  is  mentioned  the  lands,  tenenients, 
or  other  hereditaments  which  they  are  by  this  act  em- 
powered to  purchase  (or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be 
deemed  necessary  or  proper)  for  the  purposes  of  making 
the  said  intended  cuts,  &c,  and  other  works  hereby 
authorised,  then  and  thenceforth  <hose  powers  which  are 
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hereby  granted  to  such  undertakers  for  such  purposes  &»«.  i^  not, 
only  shall  cease,  determine,  and  be  utterly  null  and  void,  ^ 

save  and  except  with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  such         Lee 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments."  Mil'kss. 

Section  111 — And  be  it  further  enacted,  ''That  in  case 
the  said  intended  cuts,  &&,  and  other  works,  shall  not  be 
completed  and  made  navigable  and  passable,  so  that  boats, 
barges,  waggons,  carts,  and  other  carriages  properly  con- 
structed, may  pass  along  the  whole  line,  within  the  space 
of  fifteen  years  from  the  passing  of  this  act,  then  from 
and  immediately  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  term  of 
fifteen  years,  all  the  powers,  authorities,  and  privileges 
given  by  this  act  shall  cease  and  determine,  save  only  and 
except  in  respect  of  so  much  (!f  any)  of  the  said  cutSj&c*t 
or  any  of  the  works  hereby  authorized  to  be  made,  as 
shall  have  been  completed  and  made  navigable  and  pass- 
able, within  the  said  term  of  fifteen  years.'* 

The  undertakers,  after  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned 
act,  effected  purchases,  or  entered  into  contracts  for  the 
purchase,  of  all  the  land  required  for  making  the  said  cut 
or  canal  from  and  out  of  the  river  Calder  at  Broad  Reach, 
to  communicate  with  the  said  river  at  Woodnook,  and 
they  proceeded  to  make,  and  have  completed,  a  part  of 
the  said  cut  or  canal,  viz.  from  the  point  K,  eastward  to 
the  point  A  on  the  plan  hereunto  annexed. 

In  the  part  of  the  cut  or  canal  which  has  so  been  made 
between  the  said  point  K  and  A,  the  undertakers  have 
not  deviated  more  than  one  hundred  yards  from  the  course 
or  direction  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  said  act  of 
Parliament,  and  delineated  on  the  map  or  plan  deposited 
at  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace. 

The  undertakers  having  purchased  by  private  contract, 
and  for  their  own  use  and  as  their  own  property,  certain 
lands  lying  to  east  and  south-east  of  the  said  point  A, 
they  have  made  a  cut  or  canal  eastward  from  the  said  point 
A  to  the  point  D  marked  on  the  plan,  and  thence  conti- 
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Ejreh.  rf  PUat,  nuing  eastward  to  a  place  lower  down  the  river  Calder 
than  Woodnooky  Id  the  plan  also  described,  namely,  near 
Fairies*  Hill,  at  the  point  H  on  the  same  plan ;  the  whole 
of  which  last-mentioned  cut  or  canal,  from  the  said  point 
A  to  the  said  point  H,  is  made  through  the  land  so  pur- 
chased by  the  undertakers  for  their  own  use,  and  as  their 
own  property,  and  without  reference  to  or  under  the 
powers  of  the  said  act  of  Parliament,  9  Geo.  4f,  c.  98. 
Such  last^mentioned  cut  or  canal  from  the  point  A  to  the 
point  H  passes  more  than  100  yards  of  three  feet  each 
from  the  course  or  direction  marked  on  the  said  plan;  and 
the  undertakers  have  not  made  or  begun  to  work  that  part 
of  the  cut  or  canal  which  in  and  by  the  plan  is  described 
as  extending  from  the  said  point  A  to  Woodnook. 

The  part  of  the  cut  or  canal  which  has  been  thus  made 
by  the  undertakers  from  K  to  H  has  been  completed 
with  locks,  lock-houses,  bridges,  and  other  works,  and  has 
already  been  and  is  now  navigated.  The  collateral  na- 
vigable branch  from  it  at  K,  to  join  the  river  Calder  at 
Foxholes  Bight,  has  also  been  made  and  completed  by  the 
undertakers.  The  said  other  projected  cut  or  canal^  or 
new  source  or  channel  for  the  river  Calder,  in  the  said  act 
mentioned,  between  C  and  F  on  the  plan,  has  not  yet 
been  begun. 

The  above-mentioned  projected  railway  or  tram-road, 
on  the  plan  hereunto  annexed,  crosses  the  Lake  Loch 
Railroad  at  B  14*7.  The  undertakers  have  not  yet  made 
it  in  any  part  of  the  line,  but  they  have  entered  upon, 
staked,  set  out,  and  ascertained  such  parts  thereof  as  they 
think  necessary  for  making  and  completing  the  said  rail* 
way  or  tram-road,  and  which  is  in  the  line  or  direction  de- 
lineated and  described  upon  the  said  plan ;  and  they  have 
purchased  and  paid  for  the  whole  of  the  said  land,  except 
the  piece  of  land  in  question  in  this  suit  and  one  other 
piece;  the  purchase  money  for  which  two  pieces  of  land 
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were  paid  into  this  Court  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  Stek.rfpuai, 
1888.  >-^Jl^ 

[The  case  then  set  out  the  notice  given  by  the  under-         I'Bb 
takers  to  the  Lake  Loch  Company  of  their  readiness  to      Milmee. 
treat  for  the  sale  of  the  piece  of  land  numbered  HT,  and 
the  other  notices  preliminary  to  the  summoning  of  a  jury 
to  assess  the  value.] 

In  pursuance  of  such  last-mentioned  noticei  an  inquiry, 
under  the  20th  section  of  the  said  act  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  was 
had  at  the  January  Quarter  Sessions,  1888.  Upon  that 
inquiry,  evidence  on  both  sides  having  been  gone  into,  and 
the  matters  of  such  evidence,  and  of  the  arguments  of 
counsel,  having  been  left  by  the  Court  to  the  consideration 
of  the  jury,  they  the  said  jury  (who,  at  the  instance  of 
the  said  undertakers,  had  viewed  the  locus  in  quo),  gave 
their  verdict  as  follows,  viz.  :— 

£iglit  perches  of  land,  value  -  -  -  £6 
Present  damages  -  •  -  .  0 
Future  damages  ...         2800 

Immediately  upon  the  said  verdict  being  given  in,  the 
counsel  for  the  said  undertakers  objected  to  that  part  of 
the  finding  whereby  the  jury  assessed  the  price  of  28002. 
for  future  damages;  nevertheless,  under  the  supposed 
authority  of  the  same  last-mentioned  section  of  the  said 
act,  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions  pronounced  their 
judgment,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  afterwards  drew  up 
a  record  thereof  in  the  terms  following.  [The  record  was 
then  set  out.] 

On  the  29th  of  January,  1883,  the  undertakers  caused 
a  notice  in  writing  of  that  date  to  be  served  upon  the  said 
John  Lee,  which  is  as  follows.  [This  was  a  notice  to  de- 
liver an  abstract  of  title  to  and  execute  a  conveyance  of 
the  land,  offering  payment  of  the  6/.  awarded  by  the  jury 
as  the  purchase  money,  and  giving  notice  that  the  under- 
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Btek.  of  PUa»t  takers  considered  the  finding  as  to  the  2800/.  for  future 
damagesi  to  be  null  and  void.] 

No  abstract  of  title  was  furnished ,  nor  was  any  convey- 
ance  executed  by  the  company  to  the  undertakers.  On 
the  Snd  of  February,  1833,  the  undertakers  paid  the  said 
sum  of  6iL»  and  no  morCf  into  the  Bank  of  England,  for  the 
use  of  the  company.  On  the  8th  of  February,  1833,  the 
company  filed  their  bill  on  the  equity  side  of  this  Court, 
and  on  the  same  day  obtained,  ex  parte,  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  undertakers  from  entering  upon  the  said  land 
until  they  had  answered  the  said  biU,  and  this  Court  had 
made  other  order  to  the  contrary. 

The  questions  submitted  for  the  opinion  of  the  Conrt 
are  the  following,  viz. : — 

I.  Whether  the  defendants  have  now  power  to  enter  on 
147,  supposing  them  not  to  have  any  intention  to  complete 
the  cut  from  Broad  Reach  to  Woodnook,  in  the  line  de- 
scribed in  the  Parliamentary  plan  ? 

2*  Whether  they  have  now  such  power,  supposing  them 
bon&  fide  to  intend  to  make  and  complete  the  said  cut  ? 

8.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  have  now 
such  power,  then  whether  they  will  have  such  power  after 
they  shall  have  completed  the  said  cut,  supposing  them  to 
complete  the  same  within  fifteen  years  from  the  passing 
of  the  said  act  ? 

4.  Whether  the  defendants  can  take  the  land  marked 
147  on  the  plan,  without  paying  or  tendering  the  sum  of 
S800A  assessed  by  the  jury  as  fixture  damages. 

Starkie,  for  the  plaintiffs.— I.  The  cases  of  Blaiemore 
V.  The  Olamorganshire  Canal  Company  (a),  and  Rex  v. 
Cumberworih  (6),  are  authorities  to  shew  that,  in  the  case 
assumed  by  the  first  question,  the  defendants  have  no 

(a)  I  Myl.  &  K.  154.  the  tame  case  on  a  second  diactif- 

(6)  3  B.  ar  Ad.  106;  and  see     sion,  1  Nev. 6k P.  197. 
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power  to  enter  on  the  land  in  dispute.    The  act  of  Par-  *«**^ '*'^» 

liament  is  in  the  nature  of  a  private  bargain  between  the  ^ 

undertakers  and  the  public,  and  they  are  invested  with  I'Sb 

the  powers  contained  in  it  only  on  the  faith  of  their  com-       iiiuiBa. 

pleting  the  works  throughout  according  to  the  parliament* 

ary  line.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — How  is  it  to  be  assumed 

that  they  have  finally  given  up  the  intention  of  making 

the  cut  from  Broad  Reach  to  Woodnook?  Aldersan,  B.~- 

It  ia  diflBcult  to  see  how  their  change  of  intention,  within 

ten  years  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  can  aflfect  Jhe  case. 

Suppose  they  intended  at  present  to  make  the  cut  in  the 

prescribed  line — what  security  is  that  to  the  plamtiffs? 

they  may   change  their  intention  to-morrow.]     At  all 

events,  the  five  years  having  elapsed,  they  cannot  take  the 

land  without  first  paying  the  price. 

S.  The  next  question  is,  whether,  supposing  their  inten- 
tion to  be  to  complete  the  cut  in  the  parliamentary  line, 
they  have  power  to  enter  on  the  land.  The  principle 
applicable  to  these  cases  is  thus  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldom 
in  Blaiemore  v.  The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Company: 
*^  I  apprehend  those  who  come  for  these  acts  to  Parlia- 
ment, do  in  efiect  undertake  that  they  shall  do  and  sub* 
mit  to  whatever  the  legislature  empowers  and  compels 
them  to  do ;  and  that  they  shall  do  nothing  else:  that  they 
shall  do  and  shall  forbear  all  that  they  are  thereby  required 
to  do  and  to  forbear,  as  well  with  reference  to  the  interests 
of  the  public  as  with  reference  to  the  interests  of  indivi- 
duals.'* The  undertakers  cannot  use  the  powers  of  the 
act  for  a  difierent  purpose  than  those  contemplated  by  it ; 
they  cannot  therefore  make  a  railroad  to  communicate 
with  a  different  line  of  canal  than  that  stated  by  the  act, 
and  they  cannot  take  the  plaintifi^'s  land  for  such  a  pur* 
pose. 

S.  Nor  will  they  have  such  power  even  when  the  cut 
has  been  completed.  The  act  requires  that  the  compen- 
sation money  be  paid  within  a  month ;  that  period  has 
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E^ceh.  of  PUat,  passed  by«  and  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  is  declared  to 
_     '  ^     be  final  and  conclusive.    But, 

4.  It  will  be  said  that  the  jury  could  assess  damages 
only  for  existing  or  for  recurring  injuries.  But  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  it  was  intended  to  give  compensation  for  all 
damage,  present  and  future,  which  could  be  estimated : 
and  that  at  the  time  of  the  assessment  the  damages  were 
to  be  assessed  prospectively,  whatever  the  nature  of  the 
damage,  and  whether  damage  of  that  kind  had  previously 
occurred  or  not.  It  is  clear  that  it  was  in  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  act  to  assess  some  future  damage,  and  that 
such  prospective  damage  is  to  be  estimated  at  the  time 
when  the  value  of  the  land  is  assessed.  There  can  be  no 
damage  occurring  before  entry.  [Parke,  B. — There  may 
be  damage  done  to  that  particular  land  collaterally,  by 
other  works  of  the  canal,  which  would  come  within  the 
words  of  the  clause.]  It  might  be  a  question  whether  that 
ought  not  to  be  assessed  previously,  if  it  were  so ;  but  that 
clearly  is  not  the  case  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
statute.  This  compensation  clause  differs  from  most  such 
clauses  in  its  terms,  and  the  words  are  undoubtedly  ambi- 
guous. But  if  there  is  to  be  an  assessment  of  damage 
toties  quoties,  it  will  be  a  very  inconvenient  course. 
And  if  it  is  to  apply  only  to  damage  of  a  class  which  has 
cnce  occurred,  it  will  make  the  whole  clause  subject  to  the 
term  "  recurring  damages,"  and  so  exclude  damage  which 
is  of  a  perpetual  nature,  as  of  a  watercourse  permanently 
stopped. — He  referred  to.  Rex  v.  Leeds  and  Selby  Rail- 
way  Company  (a),  and  In  re  London  and  Greenwich  Rait- 
way  Company  (6),  in  both  of  which  cases  the  words  were, 
'*  for  the  future  temporary  or  perpetual  or  for  any  recur- 
ring damages,'*  &c. 

Wigktman,  contra. — With  regard  to  the  last  question, 
which  is  the  most  important. — It  will  be  a  most  inconve- 

(a)  3  Ad.  &  £.  683;  5  Nev.  &  (b)  2  Ad.  &  B.  678;  4  Nev.  & 
Man.  246.  M.450. 
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nient  course  to  assess  future  damages  speculatively.     It  is  Bteh.  of  Pleas, 
stated  in  the  case  that  the  value  of  the  Lake  Loch  Rail-  > 

way  is  700/.,  and  the  jury  have  given  four   times  that  Leb 

amount  for  contingent  future  damage.  [AldersonfU. —  Miinir. 
Suppose  you  never  make  your  railway,  what  will  be  the 
damage  then?]  None  whatever.  It  follows  therefore 
that  there  must  be  some  point  already  ascertainedi  whence 
the  jury  may  start.  There  are  cases  in  which  they  can 
estimate  the  recurring  injury  with  the  greatest  facility. 
The  clause  refers  to  other  damages  besides  those  arising 
from  the  entry  on  the  land — incidental  injuries  by  the  car- 
rying on  of  the  works ;  and  it  must  be  a  recurring  damage 
which  either  has  been  only  partially  obviated,  or  cannot 
be  obviated  at  all.  The  words  clearly  refer  to  damage  of  a 
nature  which  has  been  occasioned  by  the  progress  of  the 
works,  and  must  of  necessity  recur  perpetually  or  tem- 
porarily— as  the  stopping  of  a  watercourse  may. 

With  regard  to  the  other  parts  of  the  case,  the  question 
is,  whether,  according  to  the  decision  in  Rex  v.  Cumber^ 
worihf  supposing  the  company  should  not  complete  the 
parliamentary  line  at  all,  in  some  small  portion  of  it,  they 
would  have  any  power  to  take  the  land  for  the  rail-road. 
The  undertakers,  however,  disclaim  any  intention  to  devi- 
ate from  the  parliamentary  line ;  and  the  second  and  third 
questions  assume  that  they  bona  fide  intend  to  complete  it. 
Whether  they  could  take  the  land,  supposing  the  fifteen 
years  had  elapsed,  and  they  had  not  entered,  (although  they 
had  contracted  for  it),  nor  had  completed  the  parliamentary 
line,  is  another  question.  The  point  here  is,  whether  they 
are  to  wait  until  they  have  made  the  canal,  before  they 
can  take  the  land  for  the  rail-road.  [Parke,  B. — ^And  the 
parties  through  whose  land  the  canal  goes  may  say  the 
same:  so  neither  might  ever  be  finished.]  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  works  may  proceed  simultaneously. 

Siarkie  was  heard  in  reply. 

VOL.  II.  Ill  M,  w. 
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Sxek.  of  Piiot,  Lord  Abi N6BR,  C.  B. — With  regard  to  the  first  ques- 
tion submitted  for  our  consideration,  if  it  had  appeared  to 
be  admitted  on  the  face  of  the  answer  put  in  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  bill  for  the  injunction,  that  they  had 
abandoned  the  intention  of  completing  the  cut  from  Broad 
Reach  to  Woodnook  in  the  parliamentary  line,  I  should 
have  been  disposed  to  think  that  a  good  reason  for  ccm- 
tinning  the  injunction,  because  I  think  they  hare  no  right 
to  take  the  land  except  for  the  specific  purposes  described 
in  the  act.  As  it  is,  however,  this  question  appears  to  be 
purely  a  speculative  one,  and  there  is  no  occasion  that  we 
should  make  any  observation  on  it  at  all.  With  regard  to 
the  second  and  third  questions,  which  assume  a  present 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  undertakers  to  comply  with 
the  act,  I  think  we  must  answer  them  in  favour  of  the 
defendants.  It  appears  to  me  that  they  have  a  right  to  go 
on  simultaneously  with  the  different  works.  They  have 
in  the  first  place  five  years  within  which  to  take  the  land, 
and  they  need  not  commence  their  works  until  after  that 
period  ;  and  perhaps  it  may  be  expedient  for  them  to  as- 
certain the  price  of  all  the  land  they  may  require  for  their 
several  works,  and  to  get  possession  of  the  whole*  before 
they  begin  their  operations  on  any  part  of  it. 

The  last  question  is  that  of  the  greatest  importance,  and 
upon  that  I  think  that  the  verdict  in  respect  of  these  contin- 
gent and  imaginary  damages,  which  may  never  occur  at  all, 
is  a  mere  nullity.  I  think  the  true  construction  of  the  act 
is,  that  the  "  recurring  damages*'  must  be  taken  to  mean 
damages  ejUsdem  generis  with  those  which  have  already 
arisen ;  it  being  open  to  a  party,  when  a  new  description 
of  damage  ensues,  to  have  a  new  remedy,  either  by  actioo, 
or,  if  the  act  justifies  it,  by  a  jury  summoned  pursuant  to 
the  act  of  Parliament.  In  the  latter  case,  if,  when  the  com- 
pany commence  their  operations  (the  land  having  previously 
been  valued  and  paid  fur),  their  tram-road  shall  be  found 
to  do  damage  to  the  adjoining  lands  of  the  Lake  Loch 
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Company,  or  in  the  making  of  it  they  shall  obstruct  the  ^^\^f^^* 
passage  on  the  Lake  Loch  road,  or  continually  obstruct 
the  cross  roads,  so  as  to  prevent  the  traffic  upon  them, 
then  the  parties  so  damaged  may  apply  for  compensation 
under  that  particular  head,  and  obtain  it.  But  in  this  case 
the  jury  have  found  no  damage  yet  sustained  :  how  then 
can  they  find  a  verdict  for  contingent  damages,  which  may 
never  occur  at  all  ?  As,  for  example,  what  would  be  the 
case  if  the  company  were  not  to  make  the  tram-road,  but, 
having  taken  and  paid  for  the  land,  were  to  leave  it  in  its 
present  condition  for  ever  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  such  a 
verdict  is  a  nullity,  and  that  no  action  would  be  maintain- 
able upon  it.  If  that  be  so,  then  I  think  that  in  a  court  of 
equity  the  Judge  would  be  guided  by  the  same  considera- 
tions, and  would  not  consider  the  verdict  as  standing  in  the 
way  of  the  company's  operations,  nor  compel  them  to 
pay  the  money  awarded  before  proceeding  with  their 
works. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion  with  my  Lord 
Chief  Baron.  With  respect  to  the  first  question,  if  it  be 
assumed  that  the  Aire  and  Calder  undertakers  have  aban- 
doned all  intention  of  completing  their  cut  according  to 
the  parliamentary  line,  then  I  should  answer  that  they 
cannot  go  upon  the  piece  of  land  numbered  147,  because 
I  conceive  they  have  entered  into  a  bargain  with  the  pub* 
lie,  and  that  they  have  a  right  of  making  the  railroad  com- 
municating with  the  cut,  only  upon  the  faith  of  their 
complying  with  that  parliamentary  bargain.  That  is  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Blakemore  v.  The  Gla- 
morganshire Canal  Company^  and  still  more  strongly  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Rex  y.  Cumberworih. 
Looking  at  the  terms  of  this  act  of  Parliament,  it  seems 
to  me  that  we  are  bound  to  follow  the  rule  as  it  is  laid 
down  by  Lord  Eldon ;  and  therefore  I  think  it  is  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  given  by  the 

I  I  ig 


840  CASES  IN  TH£  BXCUEQUER, 

Eteh.  of  Pleat,  act,  that  the  proprietors  make  that  line  which  they  hare 
^  '   >     stipulated  fur :  and  they  have  no  right  to  deviate  from  it 
Lkb  as  they  have  done,  even  although  they  make  a  diversion 

MiLNER.  on  their  own  land,  such  a  diversion  not  being  provided 
for  in  the  act  of  Parliament.  The  powers  granted  lo  them 
for  making  a  rail-road  to  communicate  with  the  parliament- 
ary line,  are  granted  on  the  faith  of  their  ^ving  the  pub- 
lic the  benefit  of  the  navigation  along  that  line.  That  is 
the  opinion  I  have  formed  in  this  case,  provided  it  is 
clearly  made  out  that  the  Company  have  abandoned  the 
intention  of  completing  the  parliamentary  line.  If  they 
have  not  abandoned  it,  or  if  they  choose  to  resume  it, 
then  they  have  now  a  right  to  enter  upon  all  such  lands 
as  they  have  bargained  for  within  the  five  years,  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  the  parliamentary  line.  They  have 
now  a  power  to  abandon  their  original  intention  of  devi- 
ation, and  may  enter  on  the  land  contracted  for,  on  pay- 
ment of  such  sum  for  the  value  of  it  as  they  ought  to  pay 
in  pursuance  of  the  finding  of  the  jury.  And  I  am  of  opin- 
ion also  that  they  have  such  power  before  they  have  com- 
pleted the  line  of  the  canal  extending  from  one  terminus 
to  the  other.  They  have  a  power  to  go  on  with  all  their 
works  at  the  same  time. 

What  I  have  said  answers  the  first  three  inquiries  that 
were  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Court.  With 
regard  to  the  fourth,  which  is  the  most  impoitant  inquiry, 
I  concur  in  opinion  with  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  the  con- 
struction he  has  put  upon  the  clause  of  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment which  relates  to  this  part  of  the  case.  The  act  is 
undoubtedly  very  obscurely  worded,  and  the  obscurity  is 
increased  in  no  small  degree  by  the  section  which  prohi- 
bits the  undertakers  from  entering  upon  the  land  till  they 
have  paid  for  it.  However,  looking  at  the  clause  in 
question,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  jury  have  no  right  to 
assess  prospective  damages,  except  after  (if  I  may  so  say) 
in  example  of  damage  has  already  occurred ;  that  is  in  ac» 
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corilance  with  the  language  of  the  sectioni  and  I  think  it  Exeh.  rf  Pleat, 
would  be  impossible  for  the  jury  fairly  to  perform  their 
duty  without  having  such  an  example  to  go  by.  The 
undertakers  have  a  right  either  to  treat  with  the  parties 
interested  in  the  lands,  or  to  go  before  a  jury.  Then  the 
provision  respecting  the  jury  is  this — that  *'  they  shall  in- 
quire of,  assess,  and  ascertain  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  to 
be  paid  for  the  purchase  of  such  lands,  grounds,  &c. ;  and 
also  what  other  separate  and  distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money 
shall  be  paid  by  way  of  recompence,  either  for  the  damages 
which  shall  or  may  before  that  time  have  been  sustained 
as  aforesaid,"  i.  e.,  which  shall  or  may  before  that  time 
have  been  sustained  by  the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers 
thereby  granted — that  is,  something  that  is  actually  done, 
something  that  is  completed — but  not  only  for  that,  but 
also  "  for  the  future  temporary  or  perpetual  continuance 
of  any  recurring  damage  which  shall  have  been  so  occa- 
sioned as  aforesaid,"  i.  e.,  the  cause  of  which  shall  exist 
in  the  execution  of  the  powers  of  the  act.  The  cause  of 
the  damage  must  therefore  have  existed  in  something 
more  or  less  done  or  completed  by  the  Company;  and 
there  is  a  further  limitation  to  cases  where  the  cause  or 
occasion  shall  have  been  only  in  part  obviated  or  repaired 
by  the  undertakers — for  that  must  be  the  fair  reading  of 
the  clause— and  "  which  can  or  will  be  no  further  obvi- 
ated, repaired,  or  remedied  by  them."  The  cause  of  in- 
jury, therefore,  must  exist  in  some  work  of  the  company 
which  is  already  then  done,  and  that  work  must  be  in 
such  a  state  as  to  be  inc  ipable  of  further  alteration  so  as 
to  obviate  the  damage.  That  being  the  case,  and  there 
being  a  permanent  subsisting  cause,  and  the  work  being 
incapable  of  beneficial  alteration,  so  as  to  prevent  mis- 
chief to  others,  then,  and  then  only,  have  the  jury  the 
power  of  computing  the  future  damage.  That  is  fair  and 
reasonable;  there  is  a  permanent  cause ;  they  know  how 
often  the  injury  may  accrue,  and  what  it  is  at  present ; 
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Exeh.  of  Pleat,  and  from  these  data  they  have  the  power  of  making  a  con* 
tingent  assessment  of  damages.  I  would  put  aa  an  exam- 
ple^  the  case  of  leakage  through  the  banks  of  the  canal, 
or  the  interruption  of  some  watercourse;  the  eflfect  of 
which  you  can  collect  from  a  by-gone  time,  so  as  to  afford 
some  proper  estimate  with  regard  to  future  time.  And  it 
is  in  that  case  only,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that  there  is  power 
to  assess  future  damages.  In  the  present  case,  the  jury 
expressly  find  that  there  is  no  injury  already  committed, 
and  therefore  there  is  nothing  in  respect  of  which  they 
can  assess  future  damages;  and  their  finding  seems  lo  me 
to  be  totally  void  as  to  that  part,  though  it  is  good  for  6^, 
the  value  set  upon  the  land  itself.  Whenever  the  Lake 
Loch  Company  do  receive  any  actual  injury  from  the 
works  of  the  undertakers^  by  the  interruption  of  their  trams 
from  moving  along  the  road,  and  so  often  as  they  receive 
any  injury,  they  will  have  a  right  to  call  upon  a  jury  to 
make  a  compensation  to  them. 

BoLLAND,  B.,  concurred. 

Alderson,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not 
give  any  decided  opinion  upon  the  first  question  in  the 
case,  because  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  company 
are  precluded  from  taking  possession  of  the  land,  unkas 
they  have  finally  abandoned  the  making  of  the  canal  in 
the  line  described  by  the  act  of  Parliaments  seeing  that 
they  have  by  the  act  the  term  of  fifteen  years  during  which 
they  are  to  make  it.  The  case  o{  Blakemore  v.  The  Gla- 
morganshire  Canal  Company  was  totally  different,  I  ap- 
prehend, from  the  present.  There  the  time  for  making 
the  works  had  long  elapsed  when  Lord  Eldon  delivered 
his  judgment ;  and  the  question  was,  whether,  that  being 
so,  and  the  company  preparing  to  make  new  works,  not 
authorized  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  but  which  were  pre- 
judicial to  Mr.  Blakemore,  the  Court  was  authorised  lo 
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grant  an  injunction  against  the  company  to  restrain  tbem  £wA.  •/  PUa$, 
from  making  those  works.  It  was  heldj  and«  as  it  seema 
to  me,  on  the  soundest  principlei  that  these  are  mere  par- 
liamentary bargains  between  the  one  party  and  the  other* 
and  the  power  of  making  the  works  is  to  be  restricted  to 
a  given  specific  time ;  and  the  moment  that  time  has  elapsed 
without  the  powers  given  by  the  act  having  been  exer- 
cised, the  parties  against  whom  those  powers  are  to  be  ex* 
ercised  have  a  right  to  prevent  their  being  in  future  exer- 
cisedi  by  injunction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  But  I 
apprehend,  that,  unless  it  were  found  in  this  case  that  the 
undertakers  had  finally  abandoned  the  intention  of  making 
the  canal  from  one  terminus  to  the  other,  it  would  not  be 
competent  to  us  to  say  that  the  Court  of  Equity  ought  to 
grant  an  injunction  against  them  to  prevent  their  taking 
possession  of  land  in  the  intermediate  part.  With  respect 
to  the  other  points  in  the  case,  I  take  it  to  be  quite  clear 
that  the  parties  are  at  liberty  to  make  the  railway  and  the 
canal  contemporaneously ;  otherwise  this  absurdity  would 
follow, — that  it  would  be  A.  waiting  for  B.,  and  B*  waiting; 
for  A. ;  inasmuch  as  the  canal  is  just  as  much  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  railway,  as  the  railway  to  the  canal :  it 
would  then  be  impossible  to  take  possession  of  the  land 
for  making  the  canal  until  the  railway  was  made,  and  im- 
possible to  take  possession  of  the  land  for  making  the 
railway  until  the  canal  was  made ;  which  is  so  gross  an  ab- 
surdity, that  it  is  clear  the  works  must  have  been  intended 
to  go  on  contemporaneously,  and  the  parties  are  not  to  be 
precluded  from  taking  the  land  for  the  railway  until  they 
have  completed  the  canal.  With  respect  to  the  compen- 
sation for  damages,  which  is  really  the  niaterial  question  in 
the  case,  I  think,  that,  after  the  jury  bad  found  that  no 
damage  existed  at  the  time  they  were  summoned  to  assess 
the  compensation  for  it,  it  conclusively  follows  that  they 
cannot  assess  any  future  damages,  because  they  are  pre- 
cluded from  considering  the  question  of  future  damages 
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Bitch,  of  PUoit  until  they  have  ascertained  the  existence  of  present  da* 

^  '  ^    mages.     I  agree,  therefore,  that  that  part  of  the  verdict 

Lee         is  altogether  void,  and  that  the  company  have  a  right  to 

MiLMER.      enter,  on  tendering^  as  they  have  tendered^  the  6L  for  the 

land.   I  think,  also,  tliat,  if  there  shall  be  damage  incurred 

in  future,  by  the  separation  of  the  land,  and  by  taking  the 

railway  across  it,  these  parties  will  have  a  clear  right  to 

come  before  a  jury,  not  only  for  present,  but  for  future 

damages,  if  they  can  make  them  out 


Faur  r.  Ward. 

The  defendant  X  HIS  was  a  rule  which  had  been  obtained  under  the 
chased  rattle  ^^^^  section  of  the  Interpleader  Act,  under  the  following 
tiff"^!^  ted'a  circumstances.'  The  defendant,  having  purchased  cattle 
biu  in  payment,  from  the  plaintiff,  accepted  a  bill  in  payment,  which  he 
for  the  name  of  remitted  by  post  to  the  plaintiff,  leaving  a  blank  for  the 
romUted  u  by"*  name  of  the  drawer.  It  appeared  that  some  time  after- 
^u'*V**ThU  ^*r^*  ^^'^  ^^^^»  purporting  to  be  drawn  and  indorsed  by 
bill  lubtequent-  the  plaintiff.  Came  for  a  valuable  consideration  into  the 
Ae^andlTof  hands  of  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd,  who  were  bankers. 
SauabU  wn-*  '^^^  plaintiff  applied  for  the  price  of  the  cattle,  alleging 
aideration.  The  that  he  had  iriven  no  authority  to  the  defendant  to  pay  by 

plaintiff  denying  ^         .1...  .  j-^ 

that  he  had  an  acceptance — that  his  signature  as  drawer  and  indorser 
wm*en?b5^n  was  a  forgery— that  he  never  had  received  the  bill,  and  had 
acceptance,  or     {^^ j  qq  transaction  With  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd.     He 

that  he  had  .  . 

ever  received      afterwards  Commenced  an  action  for  the  price  of  the  cattle, 

doncd\r*"'  ®"^  ^^^  bankers  on  the  other  hand  threatened  to  com- 
brooghtan         mencc  an  action  on  the  bill.     White  having  obtained  a 

action  against  " 

the  defendant  rule  ou  behalf  of  the  defendant,  under  the  Interpleader 

of'the^cSttte.  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  58,  s.  1,  calling  on  the  above  parties 

ArSlitned^  to  appear  and  state  their  claims  before  the  Court,  and 

commence  an  abide  such  order  as  the  Court  should  make  touching  their 

action  agaimt 

him  upon  the      respective  claims, 

bill:— He«,  ^      . 

that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  relief  under  the  fint  section  of  the  Interpleader  Act. 


TRINITY  T£RMj  T  WILL.  IT.  845 

Etans  now  appeared  for  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd. —  B^ck.  if  Pleat, 
The  Court  has  no  jurisdiction,  under  these  circum- 
stancesy  to  interfere  under  the  Interpleader  Act.  The  title 
of  the  act  is,  "An  Act  to  enable  Courts  of  Law  to  give  re- 
lief against  adverse  claims  made  upon  persons  having 
no  interest  in  the  subject  of  such  claims."  Now  here 
the  defendant  has  the  greatest  possible  interest  in  this 
claim,  as  he  is  liable  on  the  acceptance  to  the  bond  fide 
holders  of  the  bill.  The  act  was  intended  to  apply  to  a 
mere  stakeholder,  and  not  to  a  party  like  to  the  present  de- 
fendant, who  is  here  merely  sued  for  a  debt  which  he  owes. 
[Parke,  B. — The  defendant  can  have  no  difficulty  in  pay- 
ing the  money  to  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd.]  In  Brad" 
dick  V.  Smith  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  act  did  not  apply 
to  a  case  where  the  defendant  had  a  legal  claim. 

E,  V.  WiUiams,  for  the  plaintiff.— There  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  go  on  with  the 
action,  for  the  debt  is  still  due  to  him.  [Parke,  B. — The 
defendant  may  be  bound  to  pay  both  you  and  Messrs. 
Bromage  &  Sneytl.]  The  plaintiff  has  an  unanswerable 
cause  of  action. 

G.  T.  White,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant 
is  in  the  situation  of  a  party  who  has  no  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  claimed.  If  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd 
have  any  claim,  it  is  on  the  indorsement  of  Farr,  either  by 
himself  or  his  agent.  [Parke,  B. — It  is  said  that  this  in- 
dorsement is  a  forgery ;  and,  if  so,  they  have  a  right  of  ac- 
tion against  you.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  defendant  has 
a  good  defence  to  such  an  action.  [Parke,  B. — Yes,  pro- 
vided the  bill  has  passed  through  the  hands  of  Farr. 
You  are  in  the  situation  to  be  liable  to  two  different  par- 
ties, which  is  from  your  own  act.     What  is   the   form 

(a)  2  M.  &  Scott,  131 ;  9Biog.  84. 
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EMft.  rfPhai,  of  the  issue  you  wish  Co  try  ?]    Whether  the  bill  vas 

-     indorsed  by  the  phiintiff ;  for,  if  it  was^  then  he  has  been 

Faes         paid  for  the  cattle  by  this  hill.     [Parke,  B.-^But,  if  it 

Ward.       should  turn  qu]^  to  be  a  forgery,  would  you  not  still  he 

liable  to  a  hon&jiolder  of  the  bill!]     It  was  recently  laid 

down  by  the  Court  of  Common  PleaSi  in  Johnson  ▼•  Wim- 

die  (a),  as  a  general  rule,  that  no  title  can  be  gained 

through  a  forgery. 

ParkEi  B. — ^No  doubt  that  is  true^  generally  speaking; 
but  here  you  have  sent  a  hill  into  the  world  in  blank*  and 
the  acceptance  admits  the  handwriting  of  the  drawer*  I 
do  not  say  that  it  is  so ;  but  there  may  be  great  doubt 
whether  Messrs.  Bromage  8c  Sneyd  may  not  sue  on  this 
bill  notwithstanding  the  forgery,  and  whether  the  defendant 
would  not  be  estopped  by  his  acceptance  from  disputing  the 
genuineness  of  the  drawer's  signature.  If  the  defendant 
is  liable  to  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd,  it  does  not  at  all 
follow  that  he  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintifil  If  it  should 
turn  out  that  Messrs.  Bromage  &  Sneyd  were  holders 
of  the  bill  by  the  indorsement  of  the  plaintiflT,  it  would 
aettle  the  case  one  way,  but  not  the  other. 

Alderson,  B. — You  do  not  shew  tbat  there  are  cross 
claims  on  one  and  the  same  subject  matter.  Your  answer 
to  the  one  claimant  is,  that  the  signature  of  the  drawer  is 
a  forgery:  your  answer  to  the  other  arises  out  of  the  sale 
of  the  cattle,  and  tbat  you  paid  for  them  by  a  bill.  How 
do  you  satisfy  us  that  you  cannot  in  any  case  be  liable  to 
both  parties?  If  you  may  he  so  liable,  that  takes  away 
our  jurisdiction.  You  had  better  try  first  whether  you 
are  not  liable  to  the  plaintifT. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(«)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  226 ;  3  Scott,  603. 
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JUcdL  rf  Pktu, 
1837. 
Evans  v.  Chester.  ^'     •*     ^ 

"N  a  former  day,  Dawling  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  An  action  wm 

coromcDccu 

upon  the  plainti£f  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  against  a  defen- 
not  be  discharged  out  of  custody.  It  appeared  from  the  ^^  «T«ile  mUj 
affidavits  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  that  the  >>«t  after  iervic© 

"^  of  the  writ,  and 

action  was  commenced  in  June^  1836,  when  the  defendant  before  decUn* 

was  sole  and  unmarried;  that,  between  the  service  of  the  ried'/  Vho'' 

writ  and  the  declaration,  she  had  married  Chester;  that  P^wf^iffpro-  , 
'  '  ceeded  to  final 

the  plaintiff*  proceeded  to  final  judgment,  and  took  her  in  judgment,  and 
execution  upon  a  writ  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum.  The  execution.  Oa 
affidavit  further  stated  that  there  was  no  settlement  made  Slir^hir^ 
upon  the  marriage.  of  custody,  th« 

^  ^  affldaTit  suted 

the  above  fiicta, 

W.  H.  Watson  shewed  cause.— The  defendant  is  not  S"  «*tS^^nt 
entitled  to  be  discharged.    If  execution  could  not  be  sued  'J"  ™*df  »p<« 

^  the  marriage; 

out  against  her,  it  could  not  be  issued  against  any  one,  as  but  it  did  not 
the  husband  was  no  party  to  the  action.    In  Cooper  v.  i^  ^^  icparate 
Hunchin  (a),  it  was  held,  that,  where,  after  interlocutory  SSff'Sattha 
judgment  against  a  feme  sole  upon  a  contract,  she  marries,  affidavit  wm 

*!.        1  •   .-^  *  J^      •    J  ^       A  *•        iniufficitnt,  and 

the  plamtm  may  yet  proceed  to  judgment  and  execution  Uiatahewaanot 
against  her,  without  joining  the  husband  by  scire  facias.  JS^jJ^l^'** 
The  affidavit  also  is  defective,  for  it  does  not  state  that 
she  had  no  separate  property. 

Dowling  was  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Parke,  B. — The  husband  may  bring  a  writ  of  error. 
If  the  action  had  been  against  both,  and  execution  had 
issued  against  both,  upon  your  affidavit  she  would  not  be 
entitled  to  her  discharge,  since  it  does  not  state  that  she  has 
no  separate  property,  but  only  that  there  was  no  settlement 
on  the  marriage.    She  might  have  had  property  by  de- 

(«)  4  East,  520. 
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^*ch,  of  PUat,  vise.    The  affidavit  is  defective,  and  the  rule  must  be  dis- 

charged  with  costs.  < 


C11E8TER.         BoLLAND,  B.,  Alderson,  B.»  and  Gurney,  B.|  con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged. 

— ♦—— 


To  a  declara- 
tion for  goods 
sold,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded, 
according  to 
the  2S  Geo.  2, 
c.  27,  i.  8, 
(Weitminiter 
Court  of  Re- 
quests Act), 
that  the  defen- 
dant was  in- 
debted in  a  less 
sum  than  40f., 
and  that  he  was 
an  inhabitant 
and  resident 
within  the  city 
of  Westmin- 
ster.   Replic- 
cation,  that  the 
defendant  was 
indebted  in  the 
sum  of  AOs, 
At  the  trial  the 
Jury  found  for 
the  defendant. 
The  sutute 
S3  Geo.  2,  c  27, 
was  repealed 
by6&7WiI1.4, 
c.  137,  after 
plea  pleaded, 
and  before 

that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to 
Judgment  non 
obstante  Tere- 
dicto. 


Warns  v.  Beresford. 

Declaration  for  goods  sold,  piea  (which  was 

filed  on  the  29th  of  November,  1835),  that  the  defen- 
dant was  indebted  in  a  less  sum  than  40^.,  and  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  was  an  inhabitant  and  resi- 
dent within  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminsteri  &c., 
in  the  form  pointed  out  by  the  Westminster  Court  of 
Requests  Act,  23  Geo.  2,  c.  27,  s.  8.  The  plaintiff  re- 
plied that  the  defendant  was  indebted  in  the  sum  of  40^; 
and  upon  the  trial  of  this  issue  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  defendant.  After  plea  pleaded,  but  before  the  trial, 
the  statute  23  Geo.  2,  c.  27  was  repealed  by  the  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  137,  s.  86,  and  the  sum  of  5L  was  substituted 
for  the  former  sum  of  40s.,  no  provision  being  made  for 
the  case  of  actions  then  pending.  A  rule  having  on  a  for- 
mer day  been  obtained  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  plain- 
ti£f  non  obstante  veredicto— 

Payne  shewed  cause. — The  plea  being  good  at  the  time 
when  it  was  pleaded,  a  subsequent  repeal  of  the  statute 
cannot  a£fect  it.  It  tenders  a  material  issue,  and  that  issue 
is  well  taken.  In  Charrington  v.  Meatheringham  (a),  an  ap- 
plication was  made  for  treble  costs  on  a  nonsuit,  under  a 
statute  which  was  repealed  after  the  nonsuit,  but  before 
judgment  signed ;  and  there  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  drew  a 
distinction  between  a  penalty  and  a  protection  given  by  a 


(a)  Ante,  228. 
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repealed  statute,  intimating  that  the  latter  might  remain  ^ch,  of  Pieat, 
though  the  former  were  taken  away.     It  is  for  the  same  ^  '  ^ 

reason  that  a  party  is  not  allowed  to  enter  a  suggestion       Wa&mb 
upon  a  statute  which  has  been  repealed.  Beresyoed. 

AldersoNj  B. — ^The  issue  here  is  on  the  amount  only; 
it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  suggestion,  and  brings  this  case 
within  those  which  you  say  have  already  been  decided. 
But  the  question  is,  upon  the  facts  found  on  this  record, 
what  must  be  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  according  to 
the  law  now  in  existence.  The  rule  must  be  made  ab- 
solute. 

Bolland,  B.,  and  Gurney,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


FouLKEs  r.  Burgess. 

X  HE  plainti£f  declared  against  the  defendant,  a  prisoner,  where  the 
in  Hilary  Term  last.    The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Assizes  ciared  apdnst 
on  the  31st  of  March,  and  final  judgment  was  signed  in  •P"*°"*'''* 
Easter  Term.     The  defendant  not  having  been  charged  and  the  cause 
in   execution  during  that  Term,  iZ.  V.  Richards,  on  a  the  Vacation 
former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  J^Jfgmenl  wu 
the  defendant  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody,  on  "sb«<i  >»  Euter 

°  ^  Term:— ^fitf, 

the  ground  that,  according  to  the  Rule  H.  T.  2  Will.  4,  s.  85,  that  by  the 

•  Rule  H   T 

it  was  now  too  late  for  the  plaintiff  to  charge  him  in  exe-  2  wiii.4  li'ss 
cution.     That  rule  provides,  "  That  the  plaintiff  shall  ^^l^f^^J 
proceed  to  trial  or  final  judgment  against  a  prisoner  within  charged  the 
three  terms  inclusive  after  declaration,  and  shall  cause  the  execution  in 
defendant  to  be  charged  in  execution  within  two  terms  fn'd^not^ha^M 
after  such  trial  or  judgment ;  of  which  the  term  in  or  after  <ion«  •<>>  ^^^^ 

*^         the  defendant 

which  the  trial  was  had  shall  be  reckoned  one."  wai  entitied  to 

be  diKharged 

Barstow  shewed  cause. — It  is  admitted  that  the  latter 
part  of  the  rule,  if  taken  literally,  will  support  this  appli- 
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£Mft.  rfPUoi,  cation ;  but  the  latter  part  ought  to  be  read  together  with 
the  former  part,  which  allows  the  plaintiff  three  terms  in 
which  to  proceed  to  final  judgment.  He  is  also  entitled, 
on  the  construction  of  this  rulci  to  three  terms  before  he 
proceeds  to  trial ;  but  in  that  case  the  term  in  or  after 
which  the  trial  was  had  must  be  reckoned  as  one  for  the 
purpose  of  execution.  [Gumey^  B.,  referred  to  Barer  ▼• 
Baker  (a).] 

Alderson,  B. — Unless  the  words  of  the  latter  part  of 

the  rule  have  no  meaning,  the  plaintiff  ought  to   have 

charged  the  defendant  in  execution  some  time  in  Easter 

Term. 

Rule  absolute. 

(«)  1  Ad.  &  B.  860;  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  608. 


An  attorney 
will  not  be  al* 
lowed,  on  tax* 
ation  of  costs, 
a  charge  for 
more  than  one 
letter  before 
action  bronght, 
under  any  dr- 


Capel  9.  Staines* 

mJAVISON  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
Master  should  not  review  his  taxation,  and  allow  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney  his  charges  and  costs  for  a  correspondence 
he  had  had  with  the  defendant  before  action  brought.  It 
appeared  that  the  defendant  had  made  an  earnest  request 
to  have  time  given  him,  and  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney for  that  purpose,  and  that  in  the  course  of  the  corre- 
spondence the  plaintiff's  attorney  had  written  fifteen  letters, 
giving  time  to  the  defendant,  and  had  paid  the  postage  of 
thirteen  of  the  defendant's  letters. 

Lord  Abinobr. — C*  B. — The  practice  has  been  to 
allow  for  one  letter,  and  one  letter  only,  before  action 
brought ;  and  that  practice  ought  not  to  be  departed  from. 
If  more  were  allowed,  it  might  lead  to  great  inconve- 
nience. 

Rule  refused. 
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1837. 

Smith  r.  Brown.  ^ 

V/ASE. — ^The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  Where  an 
a  carrier  from  Birmingham  to  Bristol,  and  that  the  plain-  t^rt  wajby 
tiff  had  delivered  certain  casks  to  the  defendant  at  Bir- 5°"J**"i'*'**^ 

before  the 

mingham,  to  be  by  him  carried  and  conveyed  from  Bir-  under-iheriff; 
mingbam  to  Bristol,  and  there  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  found  a  Terdict 
for  certain  hire  and  reward  therefore  payable  by  the  plain-  Jj^one  fiue^^ 
tiff  to  the  defendant  in  that  behalf.     It  then  alleged  as  a  ^J^i  ^^J  '^® 

^  defendant  on 

breach,  that,  although  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the  another:— 
said  casks  had  long  since  elapsed,  yet  the  defendant  so  neither  party 
carelessly  behaved  and  conducted  himself  in  that  behalf,  J"  judJlmtn^ 
that,  by  and  through  his  carelessness,  negligence,  and  ^  ^«  **^^  ^^ 

o   o  alu^ethera 

improper  conduct,  the  said  casks  were  not  delivered  to  nullity. 
the  plaintiff  at  Bristol  or  elsewhere.  Pleas,  first,  not 
guilty ;  secondly,  that,  although  true  it  is  that  the  said 
casks  were  delivered  to  the  defendant,  being  such  carrier, 
to  be  by  htm  conveyed  from  Birmingham  to  Bristol,  yet 
that  the  same  were  not  delivered  to  the  defendant  to  be 
delivered  to  the  plaintiff  at  Bristol,  modo  et  formfi.  The 
cause  was  tried,  by  Consent,  before  the  under-sheriff  of 
Bristol,  on  the  17th  of  April  last,,  when  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issu^,  damages 
IS/,  lis.  5c/.,  costs  40«.;  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
second  issue.  The  under-sheriff  delivered  the  postea  to 
the  plaintiff,  who  signed  judgment  for  the  damages. 
Addison,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  this  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregu- 
larity, with  costs,  and  why  the  Master  or  the  plaintiff's 
then  attorney  or  agent  should  not  deliver  up  to  the  de- 
fendant the  writ  of  trial,  with  the  sheriff's  indorsement 
thereon,  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  having  ob- 
tained a  verdict  upon  the  second  plea,  which  went  to  the 
whole  declaration,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  have 
the  postea  delivered  up  to  them,  or  to  sign  judgment. 
Against  this  rule. 
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^'''*\^7^^"'       -Ba//  now  shewed  cause.— The   plaintiffs  having  reco- 

"»*— ^v-— ^     vered  a  verdict  and  damages  upon  the  general  issue,  were 

®''^^"        entitled  to  have  the  postea  delivered  to  tliem.    But,  if  not. 

Brown.       the  Court  has  no  power  to  order  the  postea  to  be  delivered 

up  to  the  defendant.     The  sheriff  had  no  authority  to  try 

the  cause,  the  Writ  of  Trial  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  4/2,  not 

applying  to  actions  of  tort,  but  only  to  debts  and  pecuniary 

demands — Watson  y.  Abbott  {a)  \  therefore  the  trial  was 

altogether  a  nullity.     It  makes  no  difference  that  the  case 

was  tried  by  consent. 

Addison,  contri — The  jury  having  found  one  plea,  which 
went  to  the  whole  declaration,  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
he  is  entitled  to  the  postea :  Vivian  v.  Blake  {b).  With 
regard  to  the  objection  that  the  sheriff  had  no  authority 
to  try  the  cause,  it  is  now  too  late  to  take  advantage 
of  it. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — In  point  of  fact,  neither  party  is 
in  a  situation  to  sign  judgment ;  it  is  an  informal  record, 
and  no  judgment  can  be  given  on  it:  but,  if  it  could,  the 
defendant  might  bring  a  writ  of  error.  The  sheriff  had 
no  power  to  try  a  case  of  this  nature,  as  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment does  not  extend  to  it.  The  judgment  is  a  perfect 
nullity.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  for  setting  aside  the 
judgment,  and  discharged  as  to  the  other  part. 

Alderson,  B. — It  is  quite  clear  that  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  set  aside;  but  the  latter  part  of  the  rule  can- 
not be  supported.  Both  parties  have  been  guilty  of  an 
illegal  act,  in  taking  the  case  before  a  tribunal  which 
was  incompetent  to  try  it. 

Rule  absolute  for  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment, but  discharged  as  to  the  other 
part. 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  160.  (i)  1 1  But,  263. 
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Exch,  of  Pleat, 
1837. 

GooDTiTLE  on  the  Demise  of  Baker  and  Anotheri  v» 

MiLBURN.    * 

Ejectment.     At  the  trial  hefore  Williams,  J.,  at  ini8i2,s.p. 
the  last  Spring  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  it  d^t^onlnd, 
appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  by  the  lessors  of  J?  *«  ?*"**>  ^^ 
the  plaintiff,  who  were  executors  and  trustees  under  the  mortgage,  to 
will  of  one  William  Freest,  to  recover  two  closes  of  land,  an  indotureacc' 
in  the  parish  of  Uphill,  in  that  county,ainder  the  following  ^^^^^^^^ 
circumstances.     By  indentures  dated  the  22nd  and  23rd  w«rtciandiiii 

that  parish;  hy 

of  December,  1812,  and  the  17th  of  July,  1813,  one  Simon  which  act  the 
Payne  conveyed  by  way  of  mortgage  two  pieces  of  land  wereempo!Iw- 
in  the  parish  of  Uphill,  called  Warth's  and  Bennett's,  to  ^lo^J^^^^^ 
the  said  William  Freest.     In  August,  1813,  a  local  act,  any  landa within 
53  Geo.  3.  c.  cii.   was   passed,    for    inclosing   lands    at  in^^of  uid  * 
Uphill,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  authorizing  ex-  1^^*"^°^^^^^ 
changes    to  be   made   as    hereinafter    mentioned.      By  within  that 
consent  of  Simon  Payne,  Warth's  and  Bennett's  were  vided  that  all 
exchanged,  under  the  act,  for  two  other  pieces  allotted  to  ^e  mw^*** 
him,  called  Horsington's  and  Richardson's.     Payne  con-  ^^^'JPJ*^" 
tracted    to    sell    the    two   last-mentioned   closes   to  one  ciared  in  the 
Gegg  for  800/.,  and  on  the  receipt  of  iOOL  he,  in  the  commiMionen, 
year  1814,  authorised  the  commissioners  under  the  inclo-  J^^^iJJ*^;^!*** 
sure  act  to  give  Gegg  possession  of  them,  and  possession  tent  of  the 
was  accordingly  delivered,  and  Gegg  continued  in  posses-  en, proprUtor 

er  proprietors  f 
of  the  lands  which  should  be  so  exchanged,  whether  such  owner  er  owners,  proprietor  or  pro- 
prietors, should  be  a  body  or  bodies  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate,  or  a  tenant  or  tenants  in  fee 
simple,  fee  tail,  or  for  u/e  or  lives,  or  for  term  rf  years  absolute,  or  for  term  ef  years  determinable 
upon  life  or  Uves,'  such  consent  to  be  testified  in  writing  under  hia  or  their  hands,  &c. 
By  the  consent  of  8.  P.,  the  mortgagor,  the  above  two  closes  of  land  were  exchanged,  under 
the  act,  for  two  other  closes,  and  the  commissioners  stated  in  their  award  that  the  exchange  waa 
made  with  the  consent  of  S.  P.  the  mortgagor,  in  writing  under  his  hand,  but  it  was  not  stated  to 
have  been  made  with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee: — Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  uy  whe- 
ther the  consent  of  the  mortgagee  was  necessary  to  give  validity  to  the  exchange,  and  that  the 
Court  had  no  right  to  presume  that  it  was  not  given ;  for  that  the  commisaioners  were  not  bound  to 
state  in  their  award  all  the  authorities  they  had,  and  that  the  presumption  was  that  they  had  acted 
according  to  their  Jurisdiction,  as  the  contrary  did  not  appear. 

In  ^ectment,  by  a  mortgagee  against  the  assignee  (under  the  Lords'  Act)  of  the  mortgagor:-— 
Held,  that  a  letter  firom  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee,  dated  previously  to  the  assignment,  waa 
evidence  against  the  defendant,  and  would  be  presumed  to  have  been  written  at  the  tiine  of  its 
date,  until  the  contrary  was  shewn. 

VOL.  II.  K  K  K  M.  W. 
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s*eh,  of  PUnt  sioiii  and  paid  interest  to  Payne  upon  the  remaining  40(ML, 
till  hisj  Gegg's^  bankruptcy  in  the  year  18S6«  when  his 
assignees  sold  these  lands  by  auction  to  one  Edgar. 
Payne  having  become  insolvent,  the  defendant,  in  the  year 
1831  became  his  assignee  under  the  Lords' Act,  SSGreo.S, 
c  28.  Payne  died  soon  afterwards,  and  in  Auguat  1834,  the 
defendant  having  called  upon  Gegg*s  assignees  and  EUlgar 
to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money  for  Horaing* 
ton'a  and  Richardson's,  and  they  having  failed  to  do  ao, 
brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  Edgar,  in  which, 
in  the  month  of  August  1835,  he  recovered  a  verdict,  and 
had  possession  delivered  to  him  accordingly  (a).  Freest, 
the  mortgagee,  died  in  the  year  18S0,  and  now  the  leaaors 
of  the  plaintiffs,  as  his  executors,  brought  this  actioB 
to  recover  possession  of  the  two  closes  called  Horsington's 
and  Richardson's,  insisting  that,  under  the  proyiaiooa  of 
the  before-mentioned  Inclosure  Act,  they  were  entitled  to 
recover. 

By  the  7th  section  of  that  act  it  was  provided,  ^  That 
nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend  to,  authorize, 
or  enable  the  commissioners  to  determine  the  title  to  any 
messuages,  lands,  tenementsi  or  hereditaments  whataoever; 
nor  to  determine  any  right  between  any  parties  contrary 
to  the  possession  of  any  such  parties,  but  in  case  the  com* 
missioners  shall  be  of  opinion  against  the  right  of  the 
person  so  in  possession,  they  shall  forbear  to  make  any 
determination  until  the  possession  shall  have  been  given 
up  by  such  person,  or  recovered  by  C|)eotment,  or  other 
due  course  of  law."  The  2Snd  section  enacted,  ^  That 
the  coAunisaioners  shall  and  may  from  time  to  time  defiver 
possession  to  the  person  interested  in  the  divisions  and  al- 
lotments thereby  directed  to  be  made  and  set  out,  and  auch 
possession  so  delivered  shall  be  kept  and  retained  by  the 
several  persona  entitled  thereto  agamst  all  persons  whon* 

(a)  SeeDoc^MUbwn  v.fci^,  2Biiig.  K.a391,496|  SSeol^ 
581. 
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soever^  althougli   the  award  hereinafter  directed  to  be  Are*,  pf  pim^ 
made  shall  not|  at  the  time  of  the  giving  or  delivering 
such  possession,  have  been  made  and  executed/' 

By  the  S4th  section  it  was  enacted,  ^'  That  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  commissioners  to  set  out,  allot,  and  award 
any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  within  the  parish  of 
Uphill,  in  lieu  of  and  in  exchange  for  any  other  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  within  the  said  parish, 
or  within  any  adjoining  parish,  hamlet,  township,  or 
place, /7ro9J£feeI  thai  all  such  exchanges  be  ascertained^ 
specified^  and  declared,  in  the  award  qf  the  said  eommis" 
sianers,  and  be  made  with  the  consent  qf  the  owner  or 
ownerSf  proprietor  or  proprietors,  of  the  lands,  %c.  which 
shall  be  so  exchanged,  whether  such  owner  or  owners, 
proprietor  or  proprietors,  shall  be  a  body  or  bodies 
politic,  corporate,  or  ooUegiate,  or  a  tenant  or  tenants  in 
fee^-simple,  fee^tail,  or  for  Itfe  or  lives,  or  for  term  or 
terms  of  years  absolute,  or  for  term  of  years  determinable 
on  life  or  lives;  or  with  the  consent  of  the  guardians, 
trustees,  feoffees  for  charitable  or  other  uses,  husbands, 
committees,  or  attofnies,  of  or  acting  for  any  such  owner 
or  owners,  proprietor  or  proprietors  as  aforesaid,  who 
at  the  time  of  making  such  exchange  or  exchanges  shall  be 
respectively  infants,  femes  covert,  lunatics,  or  under  any 
other  legal  disability,  or  who  shall  be  beyond  the  seas,  or 
otherwise  disabled  to  act  for  themselves,  himself,  or 
herself;  such  consent  to  be  testified  in  writing,  under  the 
common  seal  of  the  body  politic,  corporate,  or  collegiate, 
or  under  the  hands  of  the  other  consenting  parties  rtspee- 
^vely ;  emd  all  and  every  such  exchange  or  exchanges  so 
to  be  made  shall  be  good,  valid ,  and  effectual  in  the  law, 
to  alt  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever  J'  The  SStb  section 
enacted,  **  That  nothing  in  this  act  contained  shall  ex* 
tend,  or  be  construed  or  adjudged  to  extend,  to  prejudice 
Any  person  having  any  right  or  claim  of  dower,  jointure, 

K  K  K  ^ 
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JSreA.  of  pum,  annuity,  rent-charge,  incumbrance,  or  interest  what- 
soever, in,  out  oF^  upon,  or  afieccing  any  of  the  lands 
hereby  intended  to  be  divided,  allotted,  and  inclosed,  or 
which  shall  be  exchanged  or  assigned  in  compensation  for 
any  other  estate  or  right  in  pursuance  of  this  or  the  said 
recited  act  respectively  ;  but  as  well  the  lands  allotted,  as 
the  tenements  or  other  hereditaments  which  shall  be  ex- 
changed or  assigned  in  compensation  for  any  other  estate 
or  right  shall  immediately  after  such  allotment,  exchange, 
or  assignment  be  made,  be  vested,  remain,  and  enure, 
and  the  several  persons  to  whom  the  same  shall  be 
allotted,  assigned,  or  given  in  exchange  as  aforesaid, 
shall  thenceforth  stand  and  be  seised  and  possessed 
thereof  respectively,  to,  for,  and  upon  such  and  the 
same  uses,  estates,  interests,  trusts,  and  purposes  respec- 
tively, and  subject  and  liable  to  such  and  the  same  uses, 
estates,  interests,  trusts,  and  purposes  respectively,  and 
subject  and  liable  to  such  and  the  same  wills,  settle- 
ments, limitations,  and  remainders,  conditions,  charges, 
and  incumbrances,  as  the  several  lands,  tenements,  and 
hereditaments,  in  respect  whereof  such  allotments,  assign- 
ments, and  exchanges  shall  have  been  made  should  or 
would  have  stood  severally  limited,  settled,  vested,  or 
subject  or  liable  to,  or  been  held  by,  in  case  the  same 
land  had  not  been  allotted,  assigned,  or  exchanged,  and 
this  act  had  not  been  made.*' 


At  the  trial,  the  award  was  put  in,  which  stated  the 
exchange  to  have  been  made  with  the  consent  in  writing, 
and  under  the  hands  of  Horsington  and  Payne,  as  to  one 
close,  and  of  Richardson  and  Payne  as  to  the  other. 
The  following  letter,  dated  the  SOth  of  December,  1818, 
from  Simon  Payne  to  Preest,  was  also  given  in  evidence 
on  behalf  of  the  lessors  of  the  plainti£f: — **  Sir,  The 
two  allotments  which  you  claim  in  Uphill,  I  certainly 
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received  from  Horsington  and  Richardson,  in  exchange  BxeKrf  puat, 
under  the  Inclosure  Act  for  lands  in  the  mortgage  to  you^ 
and  some  time  since  I  agreed  to  sell  them  to  Mr.  6egg,  of 
Uphill,  for  800/. ;  he  paid  me  400if.  and  was  let  into 
possession^  and  is  still  in  possession.  I  have  no  objection 
to  your  receiving  the  other  400/.  from  him,  on  his  com- 
pleting his  purchase^  if  you  will  pay  me  100/.  of  it  for  my 
present  purposes,  and  the  rest  can  go  towards  the  pay- 
ment of  the  interest  now  due  to  you  on  the  mortgage  debt 
lent;  you  must  join  in  the  conveyance  to  Gegg,  as  he 
will  not  accept  a  conveyance  from  me  alone.  S.  Payne.'* 
No  part  of  this  letter  was  in  the  handwriting  of  Payne 
except  the  signature.  It  was  objected  that  this  letter  was 
not  admissible  in  evidence,  for  that  there  was  no  proof 
when  it  was  written,  and  though  dated  previously^  it  was 
not  shewn  to  have  existed  prior  to  the  defendant's  be- 
coming assignee  of  Payne's  effects  under  the  Lords'  Act, 
in  1831.  The  learned  judge  however  admitted  the 
evidence,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Bampas,  Serjt.,  in  Easter  Term,  pursuant  to  leave 
reserved,  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered,  on 
the  ground  that  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor  to  the  ex- 
change was  not  sufficient,  and  that  the  consent  of  the  mort- 
gagee also  ought  to  have  been  shewn.  He  also  obtained 
a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  letter  was  im- 
properly received  in  evidence,  and  that  the  date  of  it  was 
no  evidence  of  the  time  when  it  was  written. 


Erie,  Crowder,  and  Barstow^  now  shewed  cause. — The 
24th  section  requires  all  exchanges  to  be  made  with  the 
consent  of  the  "  owner  or  owners  *'  of  the  lands ;  but 
the  mortgagee  never  having  been  in  possession,  he  can 
never  be  considered  as  the  '^  owner,"  but  only  as  a  person 
having  an  incumbrance  on  the  land,  within  the  28th  sec- 


858 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCHKQUVR, 


ooodtitlb 

Baker 

». 

MiLBUBlf, 


^^\^f^^^*  tion ;  and  consequently  his  consent  was  not  necessary  to 
this  exchange,  and  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor  was 
sufficient.  The  term  **  owner**  in  section  84,  frequently 
refers  to  persons  not  haTing  the  legal  estate  in  them* 
The  28th  provides,  that  the  act  shall  not  extend  to  pre* 
judice  any  person  having  any  incumbrance  or  intereat  in  or 
upon  any  lands  thereby  intended  to  be  allotted,  or  which 
should  be  exchanged  for  any  other  estate  in  pursuance  of 
that  act,  but,  as  well  the  land  allotted  as  the  tenements 
exchanged,  shall  immediately  after  such  allotment  or 
exchange  be  vested  and  enure  to  the  same  uses  and 
estates,  and  subject  to  the  same  charges  and  incumbrances 
as  the  lands  in  respect  of  which  such  allotments  and 
exchanges  shall  be  made  should  or  would  have  stood 
subject  or  liable  to  in  case  the  same  allotments  or  ex- 
changes had  not  been  made;  so  that  it  shifts  the  in- 
cumbrance to  the  land  taken  in  exchange.  \_Alder9om^ 
B. — These  two  sections  shew  that  the  mortgagor  is  to  be 
considered  as  the  owner,  and  the  mortgagee  as  the  person 
having  the  incumbrance,  which  the  act  directs  shall  affect 
the  land  taken  in  exchange].  Payne  expressly  claimed, 
before  the  commissioners,  to  be  the  owner  of  Warth's 
and  Bennett's,  and  consented  in  writing  to  the  exchange 
for  Horsington*s  and  Bennett's,  and  therefore  he,  or  those 
claiming  under  him,  cannot  be  admitted  to  say  that  be 
was  not  the  owner. — Secondly,  the  letter  was  clearly  ad- 
missible in  evidence  as  an  admission  against  the  mortgagor 
that  the  mortgage  was  a  continuing  mortgage,  so  as  to 
rebut  any  presumption  of  payment  from  the  lapse  of  time: 
Gleadoto  v.  Atiin  (a).  It  contains  an  admission  by  Payne, 
under  whom  the  defendant  claims,  against  his  interest, 
and  is  therefore  evidence  against  him.  It  is  said 
that  it  might  have  been  written  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
defendant,  after  the  assignment  had  been  made  to  him 


(a)  1  C.  &  M.  410. 
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under  the  compulsory  clauaes  in  the  Lords'  Act 
letter  is  dated  prior  to  the  assignment,  and  it  must  be 
presumed,  as  against  the  defendant,  that  it  was  in  exists 
ence  at  the  time  of  the  date,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to 
the  contrary :  Hunt  ▼.  Massey  (a),  Taylor  ▼•  Kinloeh  {b)t 
Smilh  Y.  Baitetu  (c),  Obbard  y.  Beiham  (d).  The  pre- 
sumption  is  in  favour  of  the  correctness  of  the  date  of  the 
letter,  and  it  lies  on  the  other  side  to  shew  the  contrary. 
lAlderson,  B. — How  do  you  shew  a  deed  to  be  thirty 
years  old,  but  by  producing  a  deed  dated  so  far  back  ?] 
But  although  the  letter  was  admissible,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  support  the  case,  since  there  could  be  no  adverse 
possession  as  between  these  parties ;  for  the  occupation 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  by  the  permission  of  the 
mortgagee:  Hall  v.  Doe  d.  Surtees  (e). 

BampaSf  Serjt.,  and  J3a//,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In 
Hunt  Y.  Massey,  the  date  of  the  letter  was  held  to  be 
evidence  as  against  the  original  party  writing  the  letter, 
but  here  the  defendant  is  merely  Payne's  assignee  under 
the  compulsory  clauses  in  the  Lords'  Act,  and  he  is  there*- 
fore  an  assignee  against  his  will.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.^'^He 
stands  in  the  same  situation  as  Payne.]  If  the  letter  were 
written  after  the  assignment,  it  clearly  would  not  be 
admissible,  and  the  plaintiff  was  therefore  bound  to 
shew  that  it  was  written  before.  This  case  is  also  dis- 
tinguishable from  Hunt  v.  Massey  by  the  circumstance, 
that  here  the  letter  Itself  is  not  in  Payne^s  hand- 
writbg,  but  only  the  signature.  In  the  case  of  Wright 
v«  Lainson  (/),  which  came  before  this  Court  yesterday, 
one  of  the  questions  was,  whether  certain  I.  O.  U.*s 
which  were  given  in  evidence  to  prove  the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt,  and  which  bore  date  before  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  were  evidence  of  a  debt  due  before  the  act  of 


but  the   E9€h.  t^  Plem$, 

1837. 


(«)  3  Nev.  &  Man.  109. 
(b)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C  176. 
(e)  I  Moo.  &  Rob.  341. 


(d)  Moo.&Malk.486. 

(e)  5  B.  &  Aid.  687. 
(/)  Ante,  739. 
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***iM7^'^'  bankruptcy,  and  the  Court  held  that  they  were  not.  Thfa 
case  is  nearly  identical.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Ho ;  the 
distinction  is,  that  here  the  letter  is  produced  in  evidence 
against  the  insolvent ;  which  is  the  converse  of  that  case. 
In  the  case  of  assignees,  who  are  seeking  to  set  up  a  right, 
and  have  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt«  they 
are  bound  to  shew  that  the  bill  of  exchange,  the  subject 
of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  was  in  existence  before 
the  bankruptcy.  Here  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are 
seeking  to  give  this  in  evidence  against  the  assignee  of 
Payne,  the  insolvent,  whose  letter  it  purports  to  be.  Who 
ever  heard  that  a  letter  written  by  a  bankrupt  before  his 
bankruptcy  is  not  evidence  against  his  assignees  ?  If  you 
were  to  shew  fraud,  it  might  be  a  different  case.]  To 
make  the  letter  admissible,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  that  it  was  against  Payne's  interest  at  the 
time  he  wrote  it.  The  cases  cited,  it  is  submitted,  are 
in  no  way  analogous  to  this  case.  If  Payne  were  now  alive, 
he  might  by  these  means  convey  away  all  his  estate.  [Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B.— You  assume  that,  in  order  to  prejudice 
his  assignees,  the  insolvent  has  put  a  false  date  to  his 
letter.] 

Secondly.  The  S4th  section  gives  no  authority  to  con- 
vey under  these  circumstances.  The  mortgagor  must 
shew  that  he  had  a  legal  title  to  convey  the  estate.  He 
cannot  derive  any  title  from  possession  alone.  If  the 
mortgagor  only  had  authority  to  exchange,  he  might  ex- 
change all  the  land  mortgaged  to  the  detriment  of  the 
mortgagee.  The  mortgagor  does  not  answer  the  descrip- 
tion of  any  of  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  S4th  section, 
for  he  is  neither  the  owner  nor  the  tenant  in  fee  simple, 
nor  tenant  in  tail,  or  for  life  or  years.  The  cases  have 
decided  that  this  is  a  strict  legislative  qualification,  and 
that  the  powers  of  the  act  must  be  strictly  pursued : 
WingfieU  v.  Tharp  (a).    If  the  mortgagor  is  not  owner, 

(a)  10  B.  &  Cr.  786. 
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consent  is  not  sufficient.  [Alderson,  B. — How  can  a  man 
be  owner  for  a  term  of  years  ?  Does  not  that  shew  that 
by  the  words  in  the  statute  possession  is  meant  ?]  To 
hold  the  consent  of  the  mortgagor  to  be  sufficient  would 
lead  to  great  incouTenience.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — Itdo^s 
not  follow  that  the  mortgagee  loses  his  title  to  the  land 
mortgaged.]  It  must  be  so,  because  the  S4th  section  con- 
cludes by  enacting  that  the  exchange  **  shall  be  good, 
valid,  and  e£Pectual  in  the  law  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever.*'  ZAlderson,  B. — ^The  act  says  that  the  lands 
taken  in  exchange  shall  be  liable  to  the  incumbrance.  It 
does  not  say  that  the  other  lands  shall  be  exonerated.  I  do 
not  see  that  it  is  by  any  means  clear  that  the  mortgagee 
has  not  a  claim  both  on  the  original  lands  and  those  taken 
in  exchange.  I  see  nothing  in  the  act  to  discharge  the  first 
lands.  It  is  similar  in  its  terms  to  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  41  Geo.  S,  c.  109,  with  an  additional  clause  imposing 
a  liability  upon  the  new  lands  taken  in  exchange.  Lord 
Abinger,  G.  B. — Look  at  the  7th  section :  the  commis- 
sioners are  not  to  determine  any  right  contrary  to  the 
possession*  They  must  look  at  the  possession/  so  that  the 
mortgagee  would  not  get  any  allotment  at  all  if  it  were  not 
for  the  allotment  made  to  the  mortgagor  in  possession. 
The  act  supposes  it  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  parties. 
Such  proTisions  are  often  introduced  to  remove  difficulties, 
when  estates  are  settled  in  strict  settlement.  We  must  con- 
sider whether  the  act  does  not  mean  the  owner  or  owners 
in  a  popular  sense ;  prohibiting  the  commissioners,  as  it 
does,  from  making  any  award  in  favour  of  any  person 
not  in  possession.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B. — We  have  considered  this  case, 
and  have  looked  at  the  case  of  Wingfield  v.  Tharp,  which 
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Etdi.  of  Ptemit  was  cited  by  my  Brother  Bompas.    The  margmal  note  of 
the  case  does  not  support  the  point  for  which  it  is  cited ; 
and  on  looking  at  the  body  of  the  case,  we  find  that  this 
point  was  not  made.    The  Court  is  of  opinion  diat  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.    It  is  not  necessary  to  say 
whether  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee  was  necessary  in 
order  to  the  validity  of  the  exchange,  because  we  diink 
that  here  we  have  no  right  to  presume  that  it  was  not  ob- 
tained.   The  commissioners  were  not  bound  to  set  forth 
in  their  award  all  the  authorities  they  had,  and  the  pre* 
sumption  is  that  they  acted  according  to  their  jurisdictioD, 
unless  the  contrary  appears ;  and  the  setting  forth  that 
they  had  the  authority  of  the  mortgagor  does  not  pre- 
clude the  presumption  that  they  had  also  that  of  the  mort- 
gagee.   If  it*  were  proved  that  there  was  no  such  conaent, 
the  point  would  arise  whether  there  would  be  a  good  title 
to  the  exchanged  lands  without  it  i  but  there  is  primi  fiicie 
evidence  that  he  did  in  fact  consent,  for  the  mortgagor 
took  the  exchanged  lands,  and  possessed  and  enjoyed 
them  for  many  years,  which  he  would  have  had  no  title  to 
do,  unless  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee  had  been  ob- 
tained, supposing  that  were  necessary  to  give  him  a  title. 
The  mortgagor,  therefore,  who  says  that  such  consent  was 
necessary,  has  acted  as  if  he  had  it,  by  taking  and  retain- 
ing possession  of  the  land*    Again,  there  is  no  question 
that  the  letter  of  the  mortgagor  was  to  be  read  as  a  do- 
cument of  the  date  which  it  purports  to  bear ;  and  Aat 
letter  also  refers  the  mortgagee  to  a  transaction  known 
between  them,  which  implied  that  every  thing  was  rightly 
done;  indeed,  it  speaks  expressly  of  the  sale  of  the  ex- 
changed lands.  On  these  grounds,  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  pkintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  and  that  the  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1837. 
Wilson  and  Another  v.  Barthrop. 

A.SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange*    The  declaration  ThrMptnom 
stated  that  the  defendant,  using  the  name  and  style  of  ^^^„  ^rtnen, 
Jonathan  Barthrop  &  Son,  on  the  80th  of  July,  1886,  J^Jf 'g^^J  g^^. 
made  his  bill  of  exchange,  directed  to  one  John  Hanson,  two  of  the  pan- 
and  thereby  required  the  said  John  Hanson  to  pay  to  the  the  samving 
order   of  the  defendant  800/.,    two    months  after  date;  J,*yerth"dc. 
that  the  defendant,  using  the  said  name  and  style,  indorsed  fend»nt,  who 

®  "^  had  previously 

the  said  bill  to  the  West  Riding  Union  Banking  Company ;  acted  as  a  clerk 
and  that  Hanson  did  not  pay  the  same  when  due.    Pleas,   wind^upThe^ 
first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  draw  the  said  supposed  bill  Jhararter  Ac**" 
of  exchange  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  second,  that  he  defendant at- 

J  »  *  tended  the 

did  not  indorse  the  bill  of  exchange  as  alleged.  At  the  warehouse,  and 
trial  before  the  Lord  Chief  Baron,  at  the  Middlesex  ^'^^^^f' 
Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1886,  it  appeared  that  ferent  parties 

®  *  *  i^t-  on  account  of 

the  defendant's  father  and  brother,  in  conjunction  with  a  the  firm.  Under 

person  named  Henry  Halliley,  formerly  carried  on  business  staocea,  thede- 

at  Wakefield  as  woolstaplers,  under  the  firm  of  Jonathan  ^„"d^ri"j^ilJ^"£e 

Barthrop   &  Son.       Jonathan   Barthrop    died  in  Sep-  name  of  the 

nrnii  drew  upon 

tember,  1885,  leaving  Henry  Halliley  executor  of  his  will.  j.  h.,  a  debtor 
Barthrop,  the  son  of  Jonathan,  (the  other  partner),  had  ^u  of  Exchange, 
died  two  years  before.    Upon  the  death  of  Jonathan  Bar-  ^Wch  J.  H.ac- 

•^  '^  cepted: — Held, 

throp,  Halliley  determined  to  close  the  concern,  and  he  that  the  defen- 
employed  the  defendant,  Edwin  Barthrop,  (another  son  of  uabie^tbe 
Jonathan  Barthrop),  who  had  previously  been  employed  ^5on'«l^"°A^ 
as  clerk  to  the  firm,  to  wind  up  the  afialrs.     In  this  cha-  inii,  his  name 
racter  the  defendant  attended  the  warehouse,  and  trans-  ed  to  it,  without 
acted  business  with  different  parties  on  account  of  the  behadnoautho!^ 
firm.    John  Hanson,  the  acceptor  of  the  bill  in  question,  [j'y  *®  ^^ 
was  a  debtor  to  the  firm  in  a  considerable  sum.    The  de-  name  of  the 
fendant  drew  upon  him,  using  the  name  of  the  firm,  and  he  had  not  act- 
he  discounted  the  bill  with  the  West  Riding  Banking  ^^"^^  ^he- 
Company,  who  gave  him  the  amount  in  cash.     The  plain-  *''«'»  ^^ *'  ^^ 

■^      "^  "  "^  been  proved 

that  he  had  no 
luch  authority,  he  would  have  been  liable  in  an  action  tipon  the  bilL 
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Bgeh.  rf  PUatt  tiffs  were  the  registered  officers  of  the  Banking  Company, 
suing  for  the  benefit  of  the  company.  When  the  bill  be- 
came due  and  was  dishonoured,  the  defendant  offered  to 
take  it  up  by  giving  other  bills,  but  this  offer  was  refused 
by  the  bank.  Upon  these  facts  appearing  in  evidence,  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  directed  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered.  In 
Hilary  Term  last,  Hoggins  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
had ;  against  which 

Knowles  shewed  cause. — ^The  nonsuit  was  right,  for  the 
evidence  shewed  that  the  defendant  had  drawn  the  bill 
not  as  his  own  bill,  but  as  the  bill  of  Barthrop  &  Son. 
The  firm  of  Barthrop  &  Son  was  still  in  existence  when 
the  bill  was  drawn,  and  the  defendant  had  been  engaged 
by  the  surviving  partner  to  manage  the  concern.  It  might 
be  contended  that  a  power  to  draw  bills  was  incident  to 
such  an  employment;  but  at  all  events  some  evidence 
ought  to  have  been  offered  by  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that 
such  authority  was  not  given :  for  the  court  will  not  in- 
tend that  the  defendant  committed  forgery,  by  drawing  a 
bill  without  authority.  It  has  never  yet  been  held  that 
a  party  can  be  made  liable  as  drawer,  whose  name  is  not  on 
the  bill.  Perhaps  the  defendant  might  have  been  made 
liable  in  another  form  of  action.  He  might  have  been 
sued  for  falsely  representing  that  he  had  authority  to 
draw  bills  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  on  the  principle  estab- 
lished  in  PolhiU  v.  Walter  (a).  But  he  cannot  be  charged 
as  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  to  which  his  name  is 
not  affixed. 

Hoggins,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  wasonly 
employed  and  authorized  to  wind  up  the  conceruiand  had  no 
authority  to  draw  bills.  It  ought  to  have  been  left  as  a 
question  to  the  j  ury  whether  the  defendant  drew  and  indorsed 

[a)  3  B.  &  AdoL  114. 
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the  bill  on  his  own  account  or  not.     [Lord  Abinger,  Breh.  of  pum, 
C.  B. — If  the  defendant  has  applied  the  money  to  his  own     ^   ^''   . 
use,  and  had  no  authority  to  draw  bills,  it  was  for  you  to       Wilson 
have  shewn  that,  and  then  you  might  possibly  have  been     bar/hrop 
entitled  to  sue  for  money  had  and  received.]     It  is  stated 
in  the  note  to  Thomas  v.  Hemes  (a)  to  have  been  laid  down 
by  Bayley^  B.,as  a  general  rule,  that  where  an  agent  makes 
a  contract  in  thd  name  of  his  principal,  and  it  turns  out  that 
the  principal  is  not  liable,  for  the  want  of  authority  in  the 
agent  to  make  such  a  contract,  the  agent  is  personally 
liable  on  the  contract.     The  defendant  was  here  person- 
ally liable,  because  he  had  no  authority  to  draw  bills  in 
the  name  of  the  firm,  and  the  onus  lay  upon  him  to  shew 
that  he  had  such  an  authority. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Abinqer,  C.  B. — ^I'his  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange,  drawn  in  the  name  of  a  certain  firm,  by  the 
defendant  Barthrop,  and  discounted  by  the  plaintiffs, 
who  are  bankers  at  Huddersfield.  Upon  the  trial  the  evi- 
dence appeared  to  be  this : — that  the  defendant  had  been 
clerk  in  a  firm  which  consisted  of  his  father,  his  brother, 
and  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Halliley.  The  father  and 
brother  are  now  dead  ;  but  during  their  lifetime  the 
defendant  had  been  allowed  to  carry  on  their  business 
as  their  clerk,  and  he  acted  in  that  capacity  under  the 
authority  and  sanction  of  Halliley,  the  surviving  partner. 
It  appeared  that  the  firm  were  employed  to  sell  goods 
on  commission  $  and  under  these  circumstances  it  is  that 
the  defendant  draws  this  bill ;  he  draws  it,  and  signs  the 
name  of  the  firm,  Jonathan  Barthrop  and  Son.  The 
plaintiffs  brought  the  action  against  him  upon  this  bill, 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  530. 
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Sxeh.  •/  Pkat,  considering  him  as  the  drawer*      Upon    this  state  of 

^     factSi  I  was  of   opinion  at  the  trial  that  the   pkintiff 

WiLsox       must  be  nonsuited.     A  motion  was  made  to  set  that  non- 

Baathaop.     suit  aside,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  liable, 

because  he  drew  the  bill  haTing  no  authority  to  draw  it. 

I  Without  considering  whether  a  party  whose  name  is  not  put 

'  to  a  bill  of  exchangOi  but  who  merely  draws  it  without  au* 

'  thority,  can  be  made  liable  in  an  action  upon  the  tnll, — ^a 

i  question  which  does  not  necessarily  arise  in  this  case, — we 

are  of  opinion,  that  before  a  party  can  be  charged  with  a 

,   transaction  of  this  sort,  there  must  be  some  proof  that  he  bad 

^  no  authority  to  draw  on  behalf  of  the  firm, — there  must  be 

some  proof  that  he  has  not  acted  bonfi  fide.  Itisnouseom- 

mon  transaction  for  clerks  to  be  allowed  to  use  the  name  of 

the  firm  in  drawing  cheques  or  bills,  and  it  has  noTer  yet 

i  been  considered  that  clerks  were  liable  to  an  action,  as  if 

they  themselves  were  the  drawers  of  the  bill  or  cheque ; 

some  evidence  ought  to  be  given  to  raise  the  point  that  the 

/  party  has  used  the  name  without  authority. .  The  evidence 

in  this  action  not  only  failed  in  that  respect,  but  as  far  as 

I  understood  the  evidence,  it  was  rather  the  other  way. 

The  defendant  was  the  confidential  elerk,  eaaployed  wholly 

at  the  counting-house,  having  the  whole  of  the  books, 

firom  which  circumstances  it  is  rather  to  be  inferred  that  he 

possessed  authority  than  the  contrary.    We  are  of  opt- 

nion  that  there  ought  to  be  some  evidence  to  shew  thai 

he  had  no  authority  whatever  to  draw  in  the  name  of  the 

firm,  and  on  that  ground  we  think  the  rule  ought  to  be 

discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Ejceh.  of  PUas, 
1837. 

Chappell  r.  Poles  and  Others.  ^ 

Assumpsit   for  money  had  and  received.     Pleas,  Where  a  party 
non-assumpsit,  and  a  set-off  for  the  sum  of  5/.  2s.  to^parUh  officers, 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  last  to  exonerate  hinl 

from  all  charges 

Spring  Assizes  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  when  it  ap-  and  ezpences 
peared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  the  father  of  an  illegitim-  fro4™*  bas^^ 
ate  child,  and   that  this  action  was  brought  against  the  on"wm"fI!id^^ 
defendants,  who  were  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  child  died 
the  parish  in  which  the  child  was  born,  to  recover  back  year,  whilst 
from  them  a  sum  of  money  which  he  had  paid  them  ij*/ffl^"^"*** 
to  exonerate  him  from  the  charge  of  its  maintenance.  ^«^i  '^^  an 

action  for  money 

The  child  was  born  on  the  19th  of  April,  1832,  during  had  and  re- 
the  year  that   the  defendants   were   in  office.    In  the  ^Qui^tbie 
month  of  June,  1832,  an   order  of  filiation  was   made  ■«»?"•'  2~« 

'  '  parish  officers, 

upon  the  plaintiff,  requiring  him  to  pay  the  sum  of  2/.  ts.  to  recover  the 

^  11.  1  1    /«  II  money  not  ez- 

for  expences  already  incurred,  and  2«.  per  week  as  long  pendedinmain- 

as  the  child  should  continue  chargeable  to  the  parish.   On  chi'idl^aitbough 

the  18th  of  September,  the  plaintiff  paid  to    the  de-  *^^^J^J^/*^^^ 

fendants,  through  the  hands  of  his  uncle,  who  had  money  and  handed  ' 

of  the  plaintiff's  in  his  hands,  the  sum  of  SO/.,  and  a  receipt  toUei/suoMM- 

was  given,  signed  by  all  the  defendants,   which  stated  '^^Jg^^ie  also 

it  to  have  been  received  ''to  exonerate  him  (the  plaintiff)  that  the  irAofe 

fiunsopaid 

from  all  further  charges  and  expences  that  may  occur  was  money 
from  a  certain  base  child  sworn  to  him,*'  &c.    The  child  ^ed'to'i^e 
died  on  the  26th  of  January,  1833.  When  the  defendants  g!'J^^*,J^; 
went  out  of  office,  at  Lady-day,  1833,  there  was  a  balance  it  was  so  paid, 
of  parish  money  in  their  hands  amounting  to  116/.  12«.,  was,  from  the 
in  which  balance  was  included  the  sum  of  SO/,  received  ^^^l^^l 
from  the  plaintiff;  and  this  amount  they  handed  over  ''^^^^ 
to  their  successors  on  going  out  of  office.    It  appeared, 
however,  that  the  defendants  had  expended  the  sum  of 
5/.  2«.  in  maintaining  the  child,  and  this  was  the  subject 
of  the  set-off.    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  tlie  plaintiff 
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Exeh.  of  PUas,  for  24j.  18^.5  being  the  balance  of  the  SO/.,  after  deducting 

^  the  sum  of  5L  2s.  so  expended.    The  learned  judge  gave 

Chappbll  the  defendants  leaTC  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit;  and  Erie 

Poles.  having  in  Easter  Term  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Sir  TK  W.  FoUeit  and  Halcomb  now  shewed  cause. — 
The  child  having  died  before  the  defendants'  went  out  of 
office,  the  money  remaining  in  their  hands  became  money 
had  and  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use.  If  the  defendants 
intended  to  rest  their  defence  upon  the  payment  over  of 
the  money  to  their  successors,  that  ought  to  have  been 
specially  pleaded  since  the  new  rules.  Whenever  a 
party  confesses  an  original  liability,  but  seeks  to  get  rid 
of  it  by  some  matter  ex  post  facto,  he  is  bound  to  plead 
it  specially.  The  Court,  on  this  rule  being  moved, 
appeared  to  think  there  was  some  inconsistency  between 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Mariin(a)  and  the  other  cases  on  this 
subject ;  but  that  is  in  truth  an  authority  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  first  case  was  that  of  Cole  v.  Gawer  (i),  where 
it  was  held  that  the  stat.  6  Geo.  S,  c.  31,  only  authorised 
parish  officers  to  take  security  from  the  putative  father  of 
a  bastard  child  to  indemnify  the  parish :  and  therefore 
where  they  had  taken  a  promissory  note  absolute  for  a  sum 
certain,  to  which  there  was  a  plea  of  tender  of  a  lesser  sum, 
as  the  amount  of  the  charge  actually  sustained  by  the 
parish,  which  tender  was  found  for  the  defendant,  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  further 
upon  the  note.  The  Court  there  said,  that  the  taking  of 
money  to  exonerate  a  parish  was  against  public  policy,  as 
giving  the  parish  an  interest  in  the  child's  death.  In 
Toumson  v.  Wilson  (e),  the  defendants  had  gone  out  of 
office,  and  the  child,  as  in  the  present  case,  had  died,  and 
it  was  held  that  an  action  like  the  present  was  maintain- 

(a)  2  Camp.  268.  (6)  6  East,  110.  (<)  I  Gamp.  396. 
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able.  Lord  EUenboromgh  there  said,  **  If  any  person  geU  '^^;^/'^ 
money  into  bis  bands  illegally ,  be  cannot  discharge  himself 
by  paying  it  over  to  another;  and  the  contract  under 
which  this  moo^  was  paid  was  certainly  ttlegaly  as  it  gave 
the  parish  an  interest  in  abridging  the  life  of  the  child.'* 
He  afterwards  added,  '*  The  chief  objection  to  the  action 
appears  to  be,  that  the  parties  may  be  represented  as  in 
pari  JeUcto.'*  That  objection  was  afterwards  taken  by 
Pari,  as  counsel  for  the  defendants,  in  a  case  mentioned  in 
a  note  to  the  former  case,  Siainforth  v.  Staggs  (a).  He 
argued  that,  the  parties  being  in  pari  delicto,  the  money 
could  not  be  recovered  back ;  but  the  objection  was  an- 
swered by  Lawrenee^J.i  who  said,  *' There  is  no  delictum. 
The  money  was  paid  upon  a  supposed  consideration,  which 
caimot  be  effected,  and  may  therefore  be  recovered  back 
as  money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use«"  Fematt 
V.  Home{b)  was  also  a  decision  to  the  same  effect  Here, 
moreover,  there  is  a  fiict  which  might  distinguish  this 
oase  from  those  cit^d,  via.  that  this  money  was  net  paid 
by  the  plaintiff,  but  by  his  uncle,  and  therefore  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  be  aaid  to  be  guilty  of  any  delictum.  If  it 
be  an  illegal  act,  he  is  not  a  party  to  it.  In  Watkina  v. 
Hewlett  (e),  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Martin  (d)  is  cited  as  an 
authority  in  favour  of  this  action;  and  it  is  submitted  that 
it  is;  for  Lord  EUenborough  there  says,  *^  The  putative 
father  could  only  have  recovered  back  so  much  of  the 
money  as  was  not  expended  upon  the  maintenance  of  the 
child,  and  the  lying-in  of  the  monher.*'  That  case  is 
however  distinguishable  in  this,  that  there  it  did  not  ap 
pear  but  that  the  child  was  stHl  alive.  In  Waikins  v. 
Hewlett^  it  was  not  contended  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable ;  it  was  conceded  on  all  hands  that  it  was. 
Ifi  Clark  V.  Jahnson  (e),  the  court  fully  considered  all  these 

(a)  1  Camp.  398.  {d)  2  Campb.  268. 

(b)  Ibid.  564.  (e)  3  Bii^h.  4^4. 

(c)  1  Bred.  &  B.  1. 

VOL.  II.  L  L  L  M.  W. 
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Saek.  rfPkoM,  cases,  and  aflSrmed   them.     It  was  there  held,    that  the 
1837 

mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  might  recover,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received,  money  deposited  with  a 
parish  officer  to  meet  any  charges  to  which  the  parish 
might  he  liable  in  respect  of  the  child.  And  in  that  case 
also  the  child,  though  it  had  never  become  chargeable, 
was  still  living. — They  also  cited  GUberi  v.  Sykesifl)^  and 
The  Overseers  qfSt.  Martin  v.  Warren  (6).  \^Parke,  B.— 
If  this  were  a  question  on  the  Statute  of  Limitalions, 
you  would  contend  that  the  statute  would  begin  to  ran 
from  the  time  that  the  money  was  paid,  and  not  from 
the  time  the  child  died.]  At  all  events  it  would  run  from 
the  moment  the  child  died,  as  it  clearly  ought  then  to 
have  been  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  payment  by 
the  defendants  to  their  successors  amounted  to  nothing. 

Erle^  contra. — The  action  for  money  had  and  received 
is  not  maintainable,  inasmuch  as  this  was  an  illegal  contract 
in  its  inception.  Besides,  this  money,  which  waa  paid  to 
these  defendants  in  their  public  capacity,  has  been  handed 
over  by  them  to  the  new  officers,  according  to  their  duty; 
and  the  person  who  paid  it  cannot  now  recover  it  back 
from  them.  [Parkct  B. — If  this  was  ever  money  had  and 
received  in  the  hands  of  the  defendants,  and  they  have 
done  an  act  which  they  say  discharged  them  from  liability, 
they  ought  to  have  pleaded  it.]  In  Howgimv.Hancoei(c), 
it  was  held  that  where  money  deposited  upon  an  ille- 
gal wager  has  been  paid  over  to  the  winner,  by  the  con- 
sent of  the  loser,  the  latter  cannot  afterwards  maintain  an 
action  against  the  former  to  recover  back  the  deposit.  In 
Hasielow  v.  Jackson  (cf),  where  it  was  held  that  the  action 
was  maintainable  by  a  party  to  recover  back  his  own  de- 
posit, that  was  because  before  it  was  paid  over  the  plaintiff 

(a)  16  East,  157.  (c)  8  T.  R.  675. 

(6)  I  B.  &  Aid.  491.  (<0  8  B.  &  Cr.  221. 
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had  prohibited   the  stake-holder  from  paying  over  the  JStck.  qf  Pleat. 
stakes,  which  was  a  valid  prohibition  as  to  his  own  moiety.      «^    ^  '^ 
Here  the  money  was  not  paid  to  the  defendants  for  their     Chappbll 
own  individual  benefit,  but  was  carried  by  them  to  the        Polbs. 
parish  accounts ;  and  that  being  done  with  the  plaintiflTs 
consent — for  it  was  paid  to  them  by  him  for  that  purpose — 
this  distinguishes  the  case  from  those  cited.    This  was  an 
illegal  contract  from  the  beginning,   which  either  party 
might  have  rescinded ;  but  as  the  money  has  been  paid 
over  by  the  defendants  to  their  successors,  it  is  now  too 
late  to  do  so.     [Parke.  B. — Did  the  contract  need  re- 
scinding at  all  ?    Was  it  not  money  had  and  received  flrom 
the  beginning  ?]     If  the  defendants  had  kept  the  money 
in  their  hands,  without  paying  it  over  to  the  parish  ac- 
counts, they  would  have  been  indictable ;  Rex  v.  Mar^ 
tin  (a).    If  both  parties  agree  that  the  money  shall  be 
handed  over  to  the  parish,  no  action  is  maintainable. 

Lord  Abinoer,  C.  B.— In  deciding  this  case,  if  we  ad* 
here  to  the  principles  of  the  series  of  decided  cases,  we 
must  consider  this  point  as  settled,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover.  The  case  of /tea?  v.  Martinis  in 
one  respect  distinguishable — as,  under  the  particular  circum* 
stances  of  that  case,  the  party  was  bound  to  pay  over  the 
money.  Lord  EUenborough  had  before  decided  that  such 
a  contract  was  illegal,  and  that  the  money  might  be  reco- 
vered back.  I  am  disposed  to  refer  that  part  of  the 
judgment  in  Rex  v.  Martin,  in  which  it  is  said  that  the 
oflScer  is  subject  to  an  indictment,  to  such  a  portion  of 
the  money  as  he  was  bound  to  pay  over.  Here  the  con- 
tract of  indemnity  was  not  a  contract  which  the  law  war- 
ranted. But  supposing  we  should  consider  the  contract 
lawful^  as  an  indemnity  to  the  parish  officers — the  death 

(a)  2  Campb.  268. 
L  L  L  2 
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Eteh.  rf  PUat,  of  the  cbild  left  the  other  money  in  their  hand^,  whicb,  si 

^    all  events,  they  ought  to  have  repaid  to  the  father^  after 

Chappbll      the  object  of  the  payment  by  him  had  been  exhauated.    I 

Poi*M.       do  not  think  they  were  authorked  to  pay  it  over  to  the 

parish.  Even  in  the  narrowest  construction  of  the  caacu  he 

would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  money  not  expended. 

But  the  better  way  is  to  put  it  on  the  broader  ground,  and 

then,  from  the  decided  cases,  it  is  clear  the  money  mas  paid 

upon  an  unlawful  consideration. 

Parke,  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  Mr.  Erie  baa  properly 
conceded  that  the  action  is  maintainable  in  some  cases. 
The  case  of  Clark  v.  Johnson  not  only  decided  tbat  a 
security  given  was  void,  but  that  money  paid  to  parish 
officers  as  an  indemnity  was,  under  these  dreumatanoeiv 
illegal,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  dbaflbm  the 
contract,  and  recover  back  the  money  paid  over.  Mr. 
Justice  Lawrence  had  before  decided  that  the  parties 
were  not  in  pari  delicto.  The  Statute  of  LImitatioDS 
would  begin  to  run  from  the  moment  the  money  waa  paid 
to  the  parish  officer.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com* 
mon  Pleas  has  gone  the  length  of  saying,  tbat  the  parish 
has  no  right  to  take  any  indemnity  except  that  which  is 
in  accordance  with  the  statutes.  But  assuming  (iiat  this  is 
a  legal  contract,  and  that  the  money  was  properly  4epcMited 
in  the  hands  of  the  defendants  to  indemnify  tbemaelves, 
even  in  that  point  of  view  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled 
to  recover  any  money  remaining  in  their  hands  upon  the 
death  of  the  child ;  and  the  implied  undertaking  to  pay 
the  money  over  to  their  successors,  which  Mr.  Erie  sug- 
gests, could  not  arise,  as  the  only  aground  on  which  it 
could  be  presumed  would  be  that  the  child  continiied 
chargeable  to  the  parish :  but  if  the  child  dies  during  the 
continuance  in  office  ^f  those  who  received  the  money, 
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there  would  be  no  presumed  direction  on^  the  part  of  the  Bxeh.  of  pietu, 
father  to  pay  it  over  to  any  one.  Then  we  have  the  ex- 
press decision  of  Lord  EUenborough^  in  Toumson  v.  Wilson, 
ypon  the  principal  point.  It  seems  to  me,  however,  that 
this  was,  from  the  begmning,  a  void,  illegal  contract ;  that 
from  the  first  it  was  money  had  and  received  to  the  plain- 
tiff's  Hse,  and  therefore  the  aetion  was  properly  brought 
against  the  present  defendants. 

Bo&LAjiJ>r  B.,  and  GtriiNET,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


In  re  Pbring. 

X  HIS  was  a  petition  of  right  presented  by  Mr.  Richard  a  petidoo  of 
Pering,  addressed  *^To  the  King's  Most  Excellent  Ma..  dw'lTtVthi 
jesty,  in  his  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster ;'  pray-  ^^f/*^}?g^^ 
ing  for  compensation  for  the  use  of  his  patents  for  the  chequer,"  and 
improvement  of  amebovs,  and  for  other  services  rendered  Tprayer  that 
at  his  Majesty's  dock-yards.     It  appeared  from  the  pe-  ^xj^^^^^^ 
tition,  that  Mr.  Pering  had  held  the  successive  offices  of  that  right  be 
Storekeeper  in.  the  dock-yards  at  Sheemess  and  Woolh  indone  his 
wich,  and  Cbrk  of  the  Cheque  in  che  dock-yard  at  Ply-  STlhtlS^r 
mouth,  from  the  year  1782  to  the  year  1881.     la  July,  ^^^l^^^^* 
1813,  he  obtained  a  patent  for  an  invention,  by  which  would  refer  the 
anchors  were  enabled  to  be  made  of  much  greater  strength,  ^^h  ordeT  and 
relatively  to  their  weight,  than  any  anchors  previously  fi||^|^^^«?io 
made;    with    the   usual    reservation    io    favour  of   hisi  the  Barons  of 
Majesty.    Satisfactory  trials,  having  been  made  of  the>  Exchequer." 
stvei^tb  of  the  anchors,  the  result  was,  that  the  Lords  Io,^ed  the^"' 
Cammissfe^ers  of  the  Admiralty  issued  an  order,  on  the  pf^cion, "  Let 

right  be  done: 

20th    Moa^mber    118 15»   that  anchoffs  should    be  made.  — i7«2i/,  that 
on  Mr.  Pering's  principle.   Anchors  were  accordingly  made  nojuritdiction 
for  the  public  service  according  to  the  patent,  and  under  nyf{Sem»iter. 
Mr.  Pering*s  instruction ;  for  which  use  of  his  patent,  and 
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EmO.  iff  PUat,  for  liis  labour,  time,  and  expense  in  enabling  his  Majes- 
ty's navy  to  have  the  benefit  of  it,  Mr.  Pering  was,  by  as 
Admiralty  Order  of  the  21st  of  June,  1881,  allowed  tbe 
sum  of  1500^  as  a  remuneration.  In  the  year  1892,  Mr. 
Peringi  having  served  forty  years,  was  allowed  to  retire 
upon  a  pension  of  450/.  per  annum,  calculated  in  the  naoal 
way  according  to  the  amount  of  salary  and  period  of  ser- 
vice. After  his  retirement,  he  continued  to  make  sug* 
gestions  of  improvements  in  the  construction  of  anchors ; 
and  in  the  year  1830,  having  invented  an  additional  im- 
prov.ement  in  their  formation,  obtained  a  patent  con- 
taining a  proviso  for  making  the  same  void  if  he,  Mr. 
Pering,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should 
not  supply  or  cause  to  be  supplied,  for  his  Majesty's  ser- 
vice, all  such  articles  of  the  said  invention  as  he  or  they 
should  be  required  to  supply,  in  such  manner,  and  at  such 
times,  and  at  and  upon  such  reasonable  prices  and  terms, 
as  should  be  settled  for  that  purpose  by  the  Commissiuners 
of  his  Majesty's  Navy  fur  the  time  being.  In  August, 
1881,  a  trial  of  an  anchor  constructed  on  this  improved 
principle  was  made  under  the  order  of  the  Commissioners, 
and  a  favourable  report  having  been  made,  Mr.  Pering,  at 
the  request  of  the  Commissioners  of  the  Navy,  drew  ap 
instructions  for  the  guidance  of  smiths  at  the  dock-yards 
in  making  the  improved  anchor,  and  on  that  occasion  he 
was  occupied  three  months,  and  incurred  considerable  ex- 
pense, in  superintending  the  construction  of  the  anchors, 
and  in  journeying  to  and  from  Plymouth  and  in  staying  at 
that  place ;  but  had  neither  received  his  expenses  nor  any 
remuneration.  Various  appUcations  had  been  made  to  the 
Board  and  to  the  First  Lord  of  the  Admuralty,  but  without 
effect.  Mr.  Pering  afterwards  applied  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Lords  of  the  Admi- 
ralty, commanding  them  to  fix  a  reasonable  price  to  be 
paid  to  him  for  the  use  of  his  patent,  but  the  rule  was 
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refused  (a).    The  present  petition,  after  stating  the  facts,  B*ek.rfPiiat, 

prayed  that  his  Maje.4y  would  be  graciously  pleased  to 

order  that  right  be  done  in  this  matter,  and  to  indorse 

his  royal  declaration  thereon  to  that  effect ;  and  to  refer 

the  petition,  with  such  royal  order  and  declaration  thereon, 

io  the  Barons  of  his  Mqjesty*s  Exchequer.    The  King's 

indorsement,  (written  in  the  margin  opposite  the  body  of 

the  petition),  was,  "  Let  right  be  done.*'    There  was  also 

the  following  memorandum  at  the  foot  of  the  petition,  by 

the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department :  **  His 

Majesty  is  pleased  to  refer  this  petition  to  the  Attomey- 

Greneral  to  consider  thereof,  and  to  take  the  necessary 

steps  thereon.    J.  Russell." 

The  Attomey-Qeneral  objected  that  this  Court  had  no 
authority  or  jurisdiction  in  a  matter  of  this  nature.  The 
indorsement  refers  this  petition  to  the  Attorney-General, 
who  is  to  consider  of  it,  and  either  to  confess  or  deny 
the  facts  stated  in  it ;  and  unless  he  confesses  it,  there 
ought  to  be  an  inquisition  to  ascertain  whether  the  sug- 
gestions are  true  or  not.  [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — What 
has  this  Court  to  do  with  a  petition  of  right  which  is  re- 
ferred to  the  Attorney-Oeneral?  Atderson^  B. — It  should 
seem  as  if  it  ought  to  be  referred  to  the  Chancellor.  In 
Com.  Dig.  tit.  Prerogative,  D.  80,  it  is  laid  down,  that 
"  upon  petition  out  of  Parliament,  or  there  (if  not  pursued 
by  a  statute),  it  shall  be  indorsed  by  the  King,  Soii  droit 
fait,  and  then  delivered  to  the  Chancellor."  It  also  ap- 
pears, that  it  may  be  indorsed  by  the  King  to  the  King's 
Bench  or  Common  Pleas.]  Lord  Keeper  Somers  goes 
much  at  length  into  the  course  of  proceedings,  in  his  judg- 
ment in  The  Bankers*  Case  (6).  He  says,  "  The  manner 
of  answering  petitions  to  the  person  of  the  King  was  very 


(a)  See  Eie parte  Pering,  6  Nev.         (6)  How.  State  Trialf ,  Vol.  14, 
&  Man.  472.  p.  59,  edit.  1816. 
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jSit*.  v{  Pkm,  variouflf  whioh  variety  did  sometimes  arise  from  die  i 

elusion  of  the  party's  petition,  sometimes  fiom  the  nmtun 
of  the  thing,  and  sometimes  from  favour  to  the  person^  and 
according  as  the  indorsement  was  the  parly  was  aeot  into 
Chancery  or  the  other  Courts.  If  th^  indorseosent  was  ge- 
neral, *  Soit  droit  fait  al  paftie,*  it  must  be  delivered  to  the 
Chancellor  of  England,  and  then  a  commission  was  to  go 
to  find  the  right  of  the  psrty,  and  that  being  fooadj  so 
that  there  was  a  record  for  him,  thus  warranted,  be  k  let 
in  to  interplead  with  the  King.  But  if  the  indorsraient 
was  special,  then  the  proceeding  was  to  be  aoeovding  to 
the  indorsement  in  any  other  Court  This  is  fally  ex- 
plained by  Stamford  in  his  Treatise  of  the  Prerofative, 
cap.  22.'*  In  the  present  case  the  petition  is,  that  his 
Majesty  will  be  graciously  pleased  to  order  that  right  be 
done  in  this  matter,  and  to  indorse  his  royal  declaraCioii 
thereon  to  that  effect,  ^'and  to  refer  the  petition,  with 
such  royal  order  and  declaration  thereon,  to  the  Barooa  of 
his  Majesty's  Exchequer."  The  latter  part  of  this  petitioo 
had  not  been  complied  with« 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

W.U.  fVatsotit  who  appeared  for  the  petitioner. — A 
petition  of  right  lies  to  any  of  the  Courts  at  Westaiinstitt. 
[Lord  AUnger,  C.  B. — The  King  may  refer  it  to  any  of 
the  Courts;  for  instance,  upon  a  matter  touching  real 
property,  he  may  refer  it  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ; 
upon  a  point  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  to  the  King's  Bench ; 
or  upon  a  matter  relating  to  the  refenue,  to  this  Court.] 
This  petition  was  presented  to  the  King  *'  in  Jds  Gmri  of 
Exchequer  at  JVesiminsier.*^  [Lord  Alingmr^  C.  B. — Is 
there  any  precedent  of  such  a  petition  ?  The  presenting 
the  petition  to  the  King  in  his  Court  of  Exchequer,  cannot 
give  this  Court  jurisdiction.]  The  petition  prays  the 
King  to  refer  it "  to  the  Barons  of  his  Majesty^s  Ex- 
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chequer/'and  tbe  indorsement  by  die  King  ib,  '*  Let  riglrt  ^^^  ^  J^^^m 

be  done.     [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B. — But  as  to  the  mode  of 

doing  it,  he  requires  the  advice  of  the  Attoraey*Oeneral* 

IVben  the  King  says,  "  Let  right  be  done,**  it  means  in 

the  Court  of  Chancery.]     The  authorities  shew  that  that 

is  where  tbe  petition  is  general,  not  where  it  is  apeciaL 

Wbete  the  petitioft  prays  that  right  be  done  in  the  Ex« 

chequer,  and  tbe  King  indorses  it,  '*  Let  right  be  done," 

the  right  is  to  be  done  hi  the  Exchequer.    lAldersam,  B« 

— ^Tbe  King  does  not  say,  '^  Let  right  be  done  in  his  Court 

of  Exchequer."^    The  authorities  seem  to  say,  that  unless 

the  King  indorses  it  to  the  Exchequer,  it  ia  in  the  Court  of 

Chancery— "^oi/cTroii/aft*^  is  in  the  Chancery.    Lord 

Abinger,  C.  B. — Unless  the  King  specially  indorses  it  tethia 

Court,  we  have  no  jurisdiction.}    This  Court  adjudicated 

upon  the  petition  in  Sir  Henry  NeviFs  case  (a).  lAldersan, 

B. — How  does  it  appear  that  there  was  a  petition  of  right 

in  that  case  ?]  In  a  note  at  the  end  of  the  case,  the  learned 

reporter  says,  "  From  this  record  may  be  seen  the  order  and 

form  how  One  who  has  a  rent  out  of  the  land  in  the  King's 

hands,shaU  make  his  petition  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer^  to 

come  at  it  without  making  petition  to  the  King's  person,  and 

also  h4>w  he  shaU  have  the  judgment  executed  i  for  it  is  not 

the  course  to  command  by  parol  that  payment  be  made^ 

but  a  writ  in  the  form  affixed  shall  be  awarded  by  the 

barons."    [Lord  Abinger,  C.  B^ — This  is  not  a  petition 

to  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  but  to  the  King  ia  person.) 

In  Sir  Thomas  WroiKs  case  (6),  this  Court  gave  judgment 

upon  a  petition  by  him  for  the  payment  of  the  arrears  of 

an  annuity  granted  to  him  for  his  life  by  Kiag  Hen.  8,  by 

patent.     [BoUand,  B. — That  was  not  the  case  of  a  petition 

of  right.}    In  Manning's  Exchequer  Revenue  Practice  (c), 

it  is  said, ''  Where  a  right  is  sought  to  be  established  against 

the  crown  itself,  the  course  prescribed  by  the  conmoft 

law  iato  address  a  petition  to  the  King  in  one  of  his  Courts 

(a)  Plowden,  377-  (b)  Ibid.  452.  (c)  P^  84. 
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*^**i  •/-'*'^'  ofRecord^  praying  that  the  conflicting  claims  of  the  crown 
and  the  petitioner  may  be  duly  examined.  As  the  prmyer 
of  this  petition  is  grantable  ex  debiio  Jusiitue,  it  is  called 
a  petition  of  right,  and  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  against 
the  King,  or  of  a  writ  of  right  for  the  party^  thoagh 
chattels,  real  or  personal,  debts,  or  unliquidated  damages, 
may  be  recovered  under  it;*' — for  which  passage  numerous 
authorities  are  cited.  In  Viner's  Abr.,  tit.  Prerogadve  of 
the  King,  Q  13,  pi.  S,  it  is  said,  "  The  justices  of  B.  R. 
may  proceed  to  the  examination  of  the  matter  by  them- 
selves, if  the  petition  contains  that  the  King  commands 
them  to  examine  it,  and  this  without  original  out  of 
Chancery."  In  this  case  the  King  says,  *'  Let  right  be 
done,"  which  must  be  taken  to  be  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  petition,  which  prays  that  right  may  be  done,  and 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  Barons  of  the  Exchequer. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B. — If  one  single  precedent  had 
been  cited  to  shew  that  upon  the  general  indorsement,  *'  Let 
right  be  done,"  this  Court  had  proceeded  to  adjudicate  upon 
the  petition,  I  should  have  yielded  to  the  argument ;  but 
though  there  must  have  been  various  petitions  of  this  sort, 
none  has  been  shewn,  and  we  have  no  authority  to  war* 
rant  our  proceeding  in  the  present  case.  If  the  King  had 
indorsed  the  petition,  **  Let  right  be  done  in  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,"  we  should  have  had  authority  to  adjudicate 
upon  it ;  but  until  such  an  indorsement  is  made,  we  think 
we  have  no  authority  to  interfere. 

Holland,  B.,  concurred. 

Alderson,  B.— In  Com.  Dig.  Prerogative  D.  80,  it  is 
laid  down,  that  if  a  petition  have  a  special  conclusion  that 
the  King  command  his  justices  of  a  particular  Court, 
and  it  be  indorsed  in  accordance,  it  shall  be  pursued  there. 
In  this  case  the  King  has  not  indorsed  it  in  accordance  with 
the  special  conclusion  of  this  petition. 
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Bxeh.  rf  PUiUt 
1837. 

Smith  v.  Webb.  ^     v     '^ 

JL  HE  time  for  putting  in  bail  in  this  cause  expired  on  the      A  nodce  of 
6th  of  May,  but  a  week's  further  time  to  put  in  bail  was  given  i^chamten 
on  application  by  a  judge  at  chambers.     On  the  12th  of  S^^ofttte^d- 
May  notice  of  justification  before  a  Judge  at  chambers  was  »<»• 
given,  which  omitted  to  state  at  what  hour  they  would  jus*  the  noUce  be 
tify.    The  plaintiff  having  taken  an  assignment  of  the  bail-  ^^^||^e'hoar' 
bond,  and  commenced  actions  upon  it,  on  the  15th  of  May  y«'  thepimntiir 

,.1.  -itt^i  ri  .  *  %       linotit  liberty 

he   informed  the  defendant  of  the  assignment,  and  on  the  to  treat  it  as  a 
16th  acquainted  him  of  his  having  commenced  the  actions,  rammenoepro. 
On  the  26th  of  May,  being  the  fourth  day  of  Easter  Term,  SJ^^/J^JJ* 
Suit  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  these  proceedings  the  time  for 
should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity.  Against  which  rule  inir^ 

Where  a  de- 

Miller  now  shewed  cause-— The  first  question  is,  whe-  ^^^ti^i^o^ 
iher  a  notice  of  justification,  omitting  to  state  the  hour,  ^  ^^^^  <>( 
may  be  treated  as  a  nullity.    It  would  be  a  great  hardship  haTing  been 
on  the  plaintiff  if  he  were  compelled  to  attend  the  whole  of  the  bai°u>iidr 
the  day.    In  Siaines  v.  Stoneham  (a),  it  was  expressly  held  26th  o'f  May^^ 
that  a  notice  of  justification  of  bail  at  chambers,  not  spe-  i)^^  <!>«  ^^ 

.M  .  1      1  •  If  '  day  of  term) 

cifymg  the  hour,  is  a  nulhty.  to  wt  aside  the 

proceedings  :—- 
Held^  that  the 

BuH.  contra.— The  marginal  note  of  Staines  v.  Stone-  wKation  was 

not  too  late. 
ham  is  not  warranted  by  the  facts.     But  assuming  that 

the  notice  of  justification  was  irregular,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  treat  it  as  a  nullity;  because  the  parties 
had  four  days  in  which  they  might  have  rendered  the  de- 
fendant [Parke^  B. — That  is  so ;  they  ought  not  to  have 
proceeded  on  the  bail-bond  before  the  time  of  justification 
had  expired.] 

Miller. — The  time  the  defendant  has  taken  is  unreason* 
able,  and  the  application  is  now  too  late.  \^Parke^  B. — 
Surely  the  lapse  of  eight  days  is  not  to  conclude  the  parties.] 

(a)4DowLP.C.678. 
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yjf^^*^  In  Fynn  ▼.  JCmp  (a),  a  motion  to  set  aside  proceedings  vas 

^     held  too  late  after  seven  days  ;  andr  in  Hintan  ▼.  Siemens  (i), 

Smith        it  was  held  that  if  a  copy  of  a  writ  is  served  in  vacatioD, 

WuB,        objection  to  it  for  irregularity  must  be  taken  in  vacation,  if 

there  is  time  for  that  purpose. 

Per  Curiam. — ^We  do  not  think  that,  under  the  circara- 
sfancesi  the  appKeation  is  too  hite. 


Miiler  having  obtained  a  cross  rule»  to  shew  cause  why 
the  justification  and  allowance  of  bail  should  not  be 
set  aside,  on  the  above  objection  to  the  notice  of  justifi- 
cation, 

BtiU  shewed  cause*— The  hour  need  not  be  slaiedv  and 
there  is  no  rule  which  requires  that  it  should.  The  1 1  Geo. 
4  &  I  Will  4,  c.  70,  s.  19,  which  provides  that  bail  may  be 
justified  before  a  Judge  at  chambers,  merely  subsdtutes 
that  for  a  justification  in  court ;  and  there  no  notice  of  the 
hour  is  required.  There  would  also  be  great  mconvenience 
in  requiring*  ft,  as  the  parties  cannot  tell  at  what  hour  the 
Judge  will  attend  at  chambers.  But  even  if  it  is  an  Irregu- 
larity, it  is  not  a  void  notice,  so  as  to  nullify  the  allowance 
of  bail.  It  has  never  been  considered  at  all  necessary  to 
give  the  hotnr,  and  the  forms  given  in  several  of  the  books 
of  practice  do  not  state  it. 

Parks,.  B. — We  will  confer  with  the  Masters  of  the 
other  Courts,  whether  the  established  practice  is  to  state 
the  hour. 

Afbrwards — 

Parke,  B.  said : — We  have  consulted  the  Officers  of 
both  the  other  Courts,  and  they  say  it  is  the  usual  practice 
to  insert  the  hour.  This  rule  will  therefore  be  absolute, 
but,  for  the  reasons  stated,  without  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  620.  (h)  4  DowL  283. 
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JSfdk.  pf  Pkut 
1837. 
Pope  e,  Mann.  ^     v     -^ 

Xm.  notice  of  jdeclaration  was  girent  and  a  demand  pf  When  a  rok  to 
plea  made,  on  the  28tb  of  April.    A  rule  to  plead  had  t^^n^oi 
been  teryed  before  notice  of  declaration.  On  the  morning  ^Tfill^ur  *' 
of  the  2nd  of  May,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  for  want  but  the  irregn- 
•of  a  plea.    Two  sunmionses  for  further  time  to  plead  were  by  tdung  out 
taken  out  on  the  Ist  of  May,  the  last  returnable  in  the  !1^"^|;^ 
afternoon  of  the  2nd.    An  appearance  had  been  entered     a  notioe  of 

"^"^  Uzation  of 


according  to  the  statute,  but  no  notice  of  taxing  costs  bad  cotuitaon( 
been  given.    Shee  having  obtained  a  rule  ^o  shew  ^panse  defend^JThae' 
why  the  judgment  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity,  >m>^*pp«v^ 

Moody  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiff  was  ctilitled  to 
sign  judgmeat  on  the  2nd  of  May.  It  is  true  the  rule  to 
plead  was  irregular,  as  it  was  given  >before  any  notice  of 
dedaradon-:  Betmeit  ▼.  Smith  (a).  But  here  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entitled  to  a  demand  of  plea,  as  he  had  al- 
lowed an  appearance  to  be  entered  for  him.  [Parke^  B. — 
That  is  different  ftom  a  rule  Co  plead.  It  Is  laid  down  in 
Tidd's  Practice  (fr),  that  thece  must  be  rule  to  plead  in  all 
cases.]  Then  that  irregularity  has  been  waived  by  taking 
out  the  summonses  for  time  to  plead ;  Nugee  v.  M^Dot^ 
neU  (c).  No  notice  of  taxation  of  costs  was  necessary, 
as  the  defendant  has  not  appeared*  The  rule  H.  T« 
4  WilL  4,  a.  17,  expressly  says,  that  notice  of  taxing  coats 
shall  not  be  necessary  where  the  defendant  has  not  ap- 
peared. Then  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  set  aside 
the  judgment  on  payment  of  costs,  as  his  aflSdavit  is  merely 
in  these  terms,  ''considerii^  he  bad  a  good  defence  on  the 
merits,"  which  is  not  sufficiently  certain.  \^Parhe,  B.— 
That  is  not  swearing  positively.] 


id)  3 Wag.  N.  C.  305;  3  Scott,        (h)  9th  eiUtion,  p.  473. 
673.  (c)  3  Dowl.  P.  C*  W. 
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Exeh.  of  PUat,  Shee,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  plaintiff  was  nat  en- 
titled to  sign  judgment,  as  no  rule  to  plead  was  given 
after  the  service  of  the  declaration*  [Parte,  B. — ^That 
objection  has  been  waived  by  taking  out  the  summonses 
for  time  to  plead.]  That  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  a  step  in 
the  cause,  so  as  to  constitute  a  waiver,  as  the  plaintiff 
treated  the  summonses  as  a  nullity,  and  did  not  attend. 
But  suppose  that  to  be  a  waiver,  there  was  no  notice  of 
taxation,  which  was  necessary  in  this  case,  where  no  role 
to  plead  had  been  given  ;  and  the  rule  H.  T.  4  WilL  4, 
s.  17,  only  applies  where  the  plaintiff  has  been  regular. 
[Parke,  B. — No ;  the  rule  is  express  on  this  point.] 

Lord  Abinorr,  C.  B. — It  appears  to  me  that  all  the 
grounds  of  irregularity  have  been  answered  ;  and  there- 
fore, as  there  is  no  proper  affidavit  of  merits,  the  rule  must 
be  discharged  with  costs* 

Rule  discharged. 


Walker  and  Another  v.  Richardson. 

Where  Undi  INDEBITATUS  assumpsit,  for  certain  tolls  and  duties 
mortiiuiin»^beUig  hefore  that  time  due,  and  of  right  payable,  by  the  defend- 
I^Muii^  ant  to  the  plaintiffs.  Plea— Non  assumpsit 
corporadon,  a  The  plaintiffs  by  their  particulars  claimed  "  the  sum  of 
/land!  to  chart*  1^*  6</.  for  five  tolls  and  duties,  called  anchorage  and 
wiAin'lhVlto!'  plankage  tolls  and  duties,  at  2s.  6rf.  each,  due  m  respect  of 
^^^9Qeo.2,  a  vessel,  called  the  Majestic,  which  in  the  month  of 
A.  haTing  July  and  August  last,  came  into  the  River  Tees,  and  took 
to*B!for*2i"*  ^^  board  and  delivered  five  several  cargoes  there.'* 
years,  before  ^j  ^y^^  ^^\^\  before  Paiteson,  J.,  at  the  last  assises  for 

the  expiration 

of  that  term        the  county  of  Durham,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were 

granted  an- 
other lease  of  the  same  premises  to  C.  No  surrender  in  writing  of  B.*s  interest  was  shewn,  but  the 
lease  granted  to  him  was  produced  from  A.'s  custody,  with  the  seals  torn  off;  and  it  was  proved 
to  be  the  custom  to  send  in  the  old  leases  to  A.'s  office,  before  a  renewal  was  made;  aud  whack 
old  leases  were  thereupon  cancelled  by  A.'s  officer: — Heldf  that  this  was  evidence  frooa  wUeh  the 
jury  might  presume  that  B.  had  assented  to  the  grant  of  the  lease  to  C,  so  as  to  detttioiiit  his 
interest  by  act  and  operation  of  law. 
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the  surviving  lessees,  under  the  Bishop  of  Durham,  of  the  Exeh,  of  Pkat, 
port  of  Stockton,  and  of  a  certain  toll  or  duty  called 
anchorage  and  plankage,  claimed  to  be  due  from  all  ships 
entering  the  River  Tees,  and  loading  or  unloading  there ; 
and  the  defendant  was  the  registered  owner  of  a  steam 
packet  called  the  Majestic,  which  traded  between  London 
and  Middleborough,  a  town  on  the  Yorkshire  side  of  the 
Tees ;  and  the  question  was,  whether  the  landing-place  at 
Middleborough,  upon  the  Yorkshire  side  of  the  Tees, 
where  the  defendant  had  landed  and  taken  in  cargoes,  was 
within  the  port  of  Stockton.     The  plaintiffs,  in  order  to 
prove  their  right,  put  in  evidence  a  series  of  old  leases  for 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  from  the  Bishop  of  Durham 
to  the  mayor  and  corporation  of  Stockton,  from  the  year 
1820  down  to  and  including  the  lease  under  which  the  plain- 
tiffs immediately  claimed,  which  was  dated  the  14th  of 
September,  1829.     These  leases  were  demises,  some  of  the 
*'  port  or  creek  of  Stockton/'  others  of  the  ''  port,  haven, 
or  creek  of  Stockton.^    The  lease  under  which  the  plain- 
tiffs claimed  was  made  between  William,  Lord  Bishop  of 
Durham,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiffs  and  two  other 
persons,  who  were  since  dead,  of  the  other  part,  and 
thereby  the  Bishop  demised  the  ''  port,  haven,  and  creek 
of  Stockton,*'  and  the  anchorage  and  plankage,  and  all  the 
sums  of  money,  duties,  and  benefits  arising  or  in  any  way 
growing  due  to  him,  of  and  from   the  anchorage  and 
plankage  of  any  ship,  &c.  arriving  at  the  port,  haven,  or 
creek  of  Stockton,  to  hold  the  same  for  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  yielding  and  paying  during  the  term  to  the 
Bishop  and  his  successors  the  rent  of  S0«."    There  was 
then  the  following  clause :— ''And  it  is  agreed  that  the  pre- 
mises are  so  demised  upon  trust,  that  the  said  lessees,  their 
executors,  admininistrators,  and  assigns,  shall  from  time  to 
time  apply  and  dispose  of  the  profits  t6  arise  from  the 
above  demised  premises,  for  the  making  and  repairing  the 
public  streets  and  pavements  within  the  borough  of  Stock-' 
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Emok,  9f  Piiof,  iom^  or  for  or  iawarda  the  payment  of  ike  debie 
on  thai  or  any  other  ooe€uion,  or  for  oiker 


within  tie  said  borough,  and  for  the  frnbUe 
and  convenience  thereof,  in  such  manner  as  Ike 
aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Stockton  aforesaid,  lor  the 
time  being,  finun  time  to  time  to  be  aasembled  at  the 
Ciourts  to  be  held  for  the  said  borough*  or  the  msjer 
jof  them*  shall  from  time  to  time  diseot  or  appeoeeb" 
This  lease  bad  affixed  to  it  the  episcopal  eeal  of  Ae 
Bishop  of  Durham,  was  attested  by  one  wiiweae,  and 
not  enrolled  in  Chancery.  It  was  objected  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  that,  as  the  profits  were  to  he  ap- 
plied to  charitable  purposes,  the  lease  ought  to  bane  been 
attested  and  enrolled  pursuant  to  4lie  statate  9  iGao.  t, 
C.86,  s.  1 ;  the  learned  Judge  however  admitted  4he  lease 
in  eii^idence,  giWog  the  defendant  leare  to  move  to  entate 
nonsuit  upon  this  point. 

It  further  appeared,  that  in  tlie  year  1822  the  Bishop 
had  granted  a  lease  of  the  same  premises  for  twcDtynme 
years  to  two  persons,  named  Hutchinson  and  RMsbeck, 
(who  had  asrigned  that  lease  to  Abe  plaintifi  and  4lie  two 
persons  whom  they  had  survived,  and  that  these  paitiei 
had  taken  the  above  new  lease  of  September,  18S9,  feom 
the  Bishop  in  their  osrn  names.  In  order  to  shesr  a  sm^ 
render,  the  former  lease  of  182S  was  produced  fipom  the 
Auditor's  Office  joi  the  Bishop  of  Duiiham  in  a  csmcelled 
atate ;  and  it  was  proved,  by  the  offiqer  having  theAieto^y 
-of  the  old  leases,  to  be  the  custom,  that  wsben  a  new  lease 
was  granted,  the  old  lease  was  sent  in  uncancelled,  and  can- 
celled then  by  the  Bishop's  officer.  It  was  objected  that 
the  mere  production  of  this  lease,  cancelled,  from  the 
Bishop's  custody,  was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  a  aunen- 
der  of  a  former  term;  and  if  so,  theplaiotift  had  no  title 
to  maintain  the  action.  The  learned  Judge,  {iqwever, 
thoqght  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  surren* 
der.    The  jury  having  found  a  verdicjfc  tfbr  the  piaintiffb 
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Alexander^  in  Easter  Term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  E*ch,  rf  PUoi, 
cause  why  that  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  non-    «^         '  ^ 
suit  entered,  or  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted.      ^^lkbr 
Against  this  rule  Richardson. 

Creswell  and  Stephen  Temple  now  shewed  cause.— This 
is  not  a  lease  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  9  Geo.  S, 
c«  S6,  the  objects  of  it  not  being  such  as  are  contemplated 
by  that  act  The  trusts  declared  at  the  end  of  the  lease  are 
"  for  the  making  and  repairing  the  public  streets  and  pave- 
ments within  the  borough  of  Stockton,  or  for  or  towards 
the  payment  of  the  debts  contracted  on  that  or  any  other 
occasion^  or  for  other  public  uses  within  the  said  borough, 
and  for  the  public  advantage  and  convenience  thereof,  in 
such  manner  as  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  shall 
direct  or  approve."  Now  the  trustees  have  an  option  as 
to  the  disposal  of  the  profits,  and  need  not  necessarily  ap- 
ply them  to  any  public  use  within  the  borough ;  they  may 
apply  them  in  paying  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  which 
it  is  submitted  would  not  be  a  charitable  use.  It  has 
never  yet  been  decided  that  all  public  uses  are  charita- 
ble uses.  The  statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  s.  1 ,  enacts  that  ^^  no 
manors,  lands,  tenements,  rents,  advowsons,  or  other  he- 
reditaments, corporeal  or  incorporeal,  whatsoever,  nor  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money,  goods,  chattels,  stocks  in  the  pub- 
lic funds,  securities  for  money,  or  any  other  personal  es- 
tate whatsoever,  to  be  laid  out  or  disposed  of  in  the  pur- 
chase of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  shall  be 
given,  granted,  aliened,  limited,  released,  transferred,  as- 
signed, or  appointed,  or  any  ways  conveyed  or  settled  to 
or  upon  any  persons,  bodies  politic  or  corporate ^  or  other- 
wise, for  any  estate  or  interest  whatsoever,  or  any  ways 
charged  or  incumbered  by  any  person  or  persons  whatso- 
ever til  trust  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable  uses  what-- 
soever^  unless  such  gift,  conveyance,  appointment,  or  set- 
tlement of  any  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments, 

VOL.  II.  M  M    M  M.  W. 
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fundsi   be  and  be  made  by  deed  indented,   sealed,  and 

delivered  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  wil- 
nesses,  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  death  of  euch 
donor  or  grantor,  including  the  days  of  execution  and 
death,  and  be  enrolled  in  his  Majesty's  High  Comt  of 
Chancery  within  six  calendar  months  next  after  the  exe- 
jOution  thereof,"  &c.  &c.  Now,  this  statute  does  not  say 
what  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  charitable  use.  There  is 
here  a  general  power  to  dispose  of  the  profits  as  the  cor- 
|»oration  of  Stockton  shall  direct,  and  they  may  employ  it 
to  acts  of  benevolence  or  liberality,  which  they  may  eon- 
4^iv6  to  be  ^'  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  borough." 
But  even  if  this  would  otherwise  be  a  charitable  use,  as 
being  to  be  laid  out  for  the  public  advantage,  there  is  an 
option  to  apply  it  in  paying  the  debts  of  the  corporation, 
which  would  be  legal,  and  where  there  is  such  an  op- 
tion the  deed  is  not  void  by  the  statute: 'Doe  d.  Taom 
V.  Copesiake  (a),  Morice  v.  The  Bishop  of  Durham  {j^ 
A  devise  of  land  to  be  laid  out  in  either  of  two  ways, 
the  one  legal,  and  the  other  illegal,  must  be  laid  oat 
in  that  which  is  legal.  In  Swatm  v.  Fonnereau  (c),  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  says:  ''Then  it  comes  withiD  the 
cases  of  Sorresbtf  v.  UoUin${d)^  and  GrimwkeU  ▼•  Grim- 
ai^/(tf),  where  trustees  had  an  option  to  lay  ost  the 
money  in  land,  which  would  have  been  under  the  Mort- 
main Act,  or  in  estates  of  another  kind,  which  would  have 
been  good ;  and  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  void.** 
But  it  may  fairly  be  doubted  whether  this  lease  would  fall 
within  the  statute  at  all,  as  this  property,  bdng  vested  in 
the  Bishop  of  Durham  in  his  corporate  capacity,  is  already 
in  mortmain.  This  is  a  lease  granted  by  the  Bishop 
in  his  corporate  capacity,  and  therefore  not  within  the 

fa)  6  East,  328.  (cQ  9  Mod.  221 ;  Doke,  291. 

(6)  9  Vat.  399.  (e)  AmbL  210;  Doke,  401. 

(e)  3  Vet.  6a 
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statute.  The  statute  introduceB  word*  af^Iieable  to  icof^ 
porationa  as  parties  taking  propertyi  but  not  as  partiek 
gratUing, 

Secondly. — ^There  was  sufficient  evidence  from  which 
the  jury  might  presume  a  surrender  of  the  former  leaie 
of  18i2S.  It  was  shewn  that  leases  were  renewed  froth 
time  to  time,  and  that  the  usage  was  to  send  in  the  old 
lease,  which  was  thereupon  cancelled  by  the  bisbop'a 
officer,  and  the  new  lease  granted :  and  this  lease,  with 
the  seals  torn  off,  was  produced  from  the  proper  custody. 
The  lease  so  cancelled  was  not  offered  in  evidence  aa 
conclusive  of  itself  of  the  surrender  of  the  former  term, 
but,  coupling  that  with  the  other  circumstances,  it  waa 
evidence  from  which  a  surrender  by  operation  of  law 
ought  to  be  presumed.  It  might  be  presumed  that  the 
fonder  lessees  had  consented  to  the  granting  of  a  new 
lease  to  the  subsequent  parties,  which  would  amount  to  a 
surrender  by  operation  of  law,  just  the  same  as  if  the 
former  lessees  had  taken  a  new  term:  Thomas  t.  Co6k(a). 
It  was  in  evidence  that  the  custom  was  to  return  the  oM 
lease  to  the  Bishop's  office  before  a  new  one  was  granted; 
and  this  was  found  in  the  office :  then  how  did  it  get  into 
the  Bishop's  hands,  unless  the  former  lessees  had  sent  it 
back?  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  Doe  d.  CauriaU 
V.  Thomas  (6),  for  there  no  new  lease  had  been  granted. 
[Parke^  B. — Your  argument  would  apply  if  the  lease  h*d 
not  been  cancelled.]  Yes,  but  its  being  cancelled  makes 
it  stronger.  It  was  also  a  strong  circumstance,  from  which 
consent  might  be  presumed,  that  the  lessees  of  18S9  we»e 
proved  to  be  in  possession,  and  paying  rent.  And  the 
cestui  que  trusts  were  the  same  under  both  leases. 

Alexander^  AddUon^  and  Gtvy,  contra. — It  has  been 
urged,  that  if  the  lease  is  good  for  some  of  the  purposes 

(ay  2  Starkie,  408 ;  2  B.  &  Aid.  (6)  9  B.  &  Cress.  288  r  4  Mao. 
119.  &Ry.318. 
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J^^aok,  rf  Pka^  taentioned  in  the  lease,  then  it  is  Talid.  Tbe  general  mle, 
drawn  from  a  summary  of  the  cases,  is  well  stated  in  Shel- 
ford  on  the  Law  of  Mortmain,  183: — ^''Although  a  poniive 
trust  directing  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands 
for  charitable  uses,  is  void,  yet,  if  there  be  sufficient  room 
for  the  Court  to  say  that  a  dUcretiomarjf  power  is  given  to 
the  trustees  to  lay  out  the  uioney  either  in  the  funds  or  in 
lands,  the  gift  will  be  sustained;  for  where  a  testator 
has  pointed  out  two  modes,  the  one  consistent  with  the 
statute,  the  other  inconsistent  with  it,  the  Court  will  adopt 
that  which  is  legal,  and  carry  it  into  effect;  bat  it  is  ne- 
cessary in  all  these  cases  to  see  whether  the  testator  has 
givei\  such  an  option,  and  whether  there  is  an  ultimate  ob- 
ject consistent  with  the  statute,  or  not."  Now  here  there 
is  no  such  option,  and  no  ultimate  object  consistent 
with  the  statute.  Can  it  be  doubted  that  tbe  object 
was  to  provide  for  the  public  uses  of  the  borough  of 
Stockton?  The  words  are,  "  for  the  making  the  public 
streets  and  pavements  within  the  borough,  or  for  ortowaxds 
the  payment  of  the  debts  contracted  on  tiiat  or  any  other 
occasion,  or  for  other  public  uses  within  the  said  borough, 
and  for  the  public  advantage  and  convenience  thereof* 
Now  it  has  been  decided,  that  where  the  trusts  are  to  lay 
out  money  in  paving  the  streets,  or  the  like,  they  fall 
within  the  statute :  Rok*s  case  (a),  Janes  v.  WilUamis  {by 
In  the  latter  case.  Lord  Camden  says — "  The  definition  of 
charity  is  a  gift  to  a  general  public  use,  which  extends  to 
the  poor  as  well  as  the  rich ;  and  there  are  are  many 
instances  of  the  statute  43  Elis.,  carrying  this  idea, 
as  for  building  bridges,  &c."  This  is  a  trust  for  *'  a 
general  public  use,'*  and  therefore  within  the  statute.  But 
it  is  said  that  these  lands  being  already  in  mortmain  in  the 
hands  of  the  Bishop,  the  statute  does  not  apply.  The 
words  of  the  3rd  section  extend  to  such  a  case,  inasmuch  as 

{a)  Mod.  888 ;  Duke,  368.         (b)  Ambl.  661 ;  Duke,  443. 
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ritable  use  whatsoever,'*  which  shall  be  made  in  any  other 

form  or  manner  than  as  by  that  act  directed,  shall  be  ab**      Walxea 


V. 


solutely  null  and  void.  That  section  enlarges  the  preamble  UteuMnwoi^i 
to  the  Ist  section.  It  has  been  said  that  the  only  object 
of  the  statute  was  to  prevent  lands  from  going  into  mort^^ 
main ;  but,  as  stated  in  Shelford  on  the  Law  of  Mort-> 
main  (a),  **  The  object  of  that  act  was  not  to  prevent 
alienations  in  mortmain;  but  in  the  first  place  to  require 
the  conveyances  of  lands  to  charitable  uses  to  he  made  by 
deed  enrolled  within  twelve  months  before  the  grantor's 
death,  and  to  prevent  devises  of  real  property,  or  any 
interest  therein,  or  bequest  of  money  to  be  laid  out  in 
ahy  such  interest,  for  any  charitable  purposes  whatever.*' 
And  suppose  the  object  to  be  not  only  to  prevent  aliena<- 
tions  in  mortmain,  but  also  to  give  publicity  to  any  gift 
or  conveyance  of  any  lands  for  charitable  purposes,  the 
Idnds  being  already  in  mortmain  does  not  affect  the  ques* 
tion.  [Aldersony  B. — The  statute  would  seem  not  to 
extend  to  the  present  case,  since  it  speaks  in  tlie  preamble 
of  improvident  alienations  or  dispositions  made  by  languish* 
ing  or  dying  persons  "  to  the  disherison  of  their  lawful 
heirs,*'  which  words  are  not  applicable  to  a  body  cor* 
porate.]  It  has  been  decided  that  leaseholds  for  a  term 
of  years  are  within  the  statute  :  Atiomey-'General  r. 
Graves  (ft).  The  word  "  heirs"  in  such  a  case  would  be 
inapplicable,  as  the  property  would  go  to  the  executor  and 
not  to  the  heir.  The  language  of  the  3rd  section  is  gene* 
ral,  prohibiting  any  gift  to  a  charitable  use  in  any  other 
mode  than  that  required  by  the  statute,  and  it  is  not  con- 
trolled by  the  preamble  to  the  first  section.  Lord 
Abinger,  C.  B. — The  general  rule  is,  that  the  preamble 
may  extend,  but  cannot  restrain,  the  effect  of  a  particular 
clause ;  but  the  difiiculty  is  in  applying  the  statute  to  a 
case  where,  as  here,  the  granting  party  could  not  make  a 

(a)  P^e  2L  (b)  Ambl.  165. 
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Bi^^J^f  will,  and  the  land  could  not  be  derised.  Parke,  B. — ^A 
deriae  to  the  Bishop  of  Durham  for  charitable  purposet 
would  be  Toidy  as  being  in  mortmain ;  but  this  property  it 
already  in  mortmain ;  then  how  can  it  be  in  a  worse  situa- 
tion than  it  was  before  ?]  The  3rd  section  is  general,  and 
requires  that  all  gifts  or  conveyances  to  any  charitable  use 
shall  be  absolutely  void  unless  the  forms  are  complied  with. 
[Parke,  B. — ^The  3rd  section  roust  be  construed  with  re> 
ference  to  the  enacting  part  of  the  let  section,  whidi 
refers  to  grants  by  any  person  or  persons  whatever — that 
extends  only  to  grants  by  natural  persons.] 

Secondly,  the  mere  fact  of  the  formerlease  having  been 
found  cancelled  in  the  custody  of  the  Bishop's  officer 
would  not  amount  to  a  surrender  of  the  term  to  satisfy  tfie 
Statute  of  Frauds  (a) :  Roe  v.  Arehbiehap  of  York  (A); 
Doe  d.  Couriail  v.  Thomas  (c).  The  case  seems  scarcely 
to  go  beyond  the  production  of  the  cancelled  lease,  and  the 
opinion  of  the  jury  was  not  asked  upon  the  point.  It 
ought  to  have  been  shewn  that  there  was  some  agreement 
that  the  present  lessee  should  be  substituted  :  Sione  v. 
Whiting  id).  Mellows  v.  May  (e).  In  Thomas  v.  Cook  (/) 
the  assent  of  all  the  three  parties  distinctly  appeared. 
Here  the  lease  is  to  different  parties,  and  there  was  no 
evidence  of  the  consent  of  the  prior  lessee.  There 
was  no  evidence  except  the  circumstance  of  the  fbrmer 
lease  being  found  cancelled  in  the  Bishop's  oflSce,  and  die 
usage  to  send  in  old  leases  before  the  granting  of  a  new 
one,  which  is  not  suflScient  to  ground  a  presumption  of 
'  consent,  so  as  to  amount  to  a  surrender  by  act  and  oper* 
ation  of  law. 

Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B.*— This  case  has  been  very  folly 
investigated,  both   here  and  at  the  trial,  and  I  am  of 

{a)  Shep.ToiichstoiM,301,308.         (<0  2  Surk.235. 
(()  6  But,  86.  (e)  Cro.  Elix.  87^. 

(c)  9  B.  &  Cr.  299.  (/)  2  Stark.  406. 
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opinion  that  tbe  rule  must  be  discharged.  Thefirat  quea*  C^  ^f  PUm, 
liun  is,  whether  this  lease  is  void,  as  not  having  becja  ej> 
ecuted  with  the  formalitiea  required  by  the  statute  9  Geo* 
4,  c.  86.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  a  case  not  within 
the  act,  as  the  statute  by  the  first  section  contemplates 
cases  where  there  is  a  gift  by  any  ''  person  or  persons,'*  and 
where  the  property  might  be  tbe  subject  of  a  devise  by 
will,  which  cannot  be  the  case  here.  The  Srd  section 
does  not  carry  tbe  case  any  further,  as  it  merely  enacts 
that  conveyances  not  made  according  to  the  statute,  in 
cases  which  are  within  the  statute,  shall  be  void.  This 
property  is  already  in  mortmain,  and  therefore  tbe  statute 
does  not  apply.  The  second  objection  was,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  a  surrender  of  the  lease  granted  in 
1822,  and  therefore  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. This  objection  arises  upon  an  attempt  to  set  up 
the  jus  tertii  in  exoneration  of  the  defendant.  It  has  been 
said,  also,  that  the  interest  of  the  cestuis  que  trust  cannot 
be  looked  at  in  courts  of  law ;  but  in  many  cases  their  in- 
terests have  been  considered,  and  courts  of  law  will  pre- 
vent a  trustee  from  doing  anything  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
cestiuque  trust.  But  it  is  urged  that  the  custom  of  depo* 
eiting  old  leases  in  the  Bishop's  oflSce,  from  which  it  may 
be  presumed  that  there  was  a  surrender  in  this  case,  is  not 
to  prevail  against  the  Srd  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ; 
but  all  the  jury  are  asked  to  presume,  in  order  to  satisfy 
the  statute,  is  that  the  new  lease  was  granted  with  the 
consent  of  the  old  lessees,  as  that  would  be  a  surrender  of 
the  former  lease  by  act  and  operation  of  law;  and  we 
think  that  may  well  be  presumed  from  the  circumstances 
of  thb  case. 

Parks,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  rule  most  be 
discharged.  The  learned  Judge  reserved  the  question, 
whether  this  was  a  lease  within  the  prohibition  of  the  sta- 
tute 9  Geo.  2,  c.  86.   It  appears  to  me  to  be  neither  within 
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EM^-fif  PMatf  the  •words  nor  the  spirit  of  that  4iet.    The  prettmkle  m- 

--    ^/  -    citMi  that  great  mis^ief  has  arisen  from  dispositaons  made 

Wa&sss      by  liMguiihing  or  dying  persons^  to  persons  wiio  maaU 

RtsHAssaDv*  lu>ld  in  perpetuity,  to  (be  disherison  of  their  larwfal  heirs. 
NoW|  this  is  a  grant  by  a  body  corporate,  and  not  within 
the  letter  of  the  act ;  neither  is  it  at  all  within  the  ^srit« 
not  being  a  grant  from  a  priTate  individual.  If  it  had 
been  a  grant  by  other  persons  to  trustees  upon  these 
trusitSi  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  think  the  lease  was 
void,  as  most  of  the  purposes  to  which  the  trust  fund  iato 
be  applied  are  charitable  tmsts  of  a  pobHc  nature,  though 
it  may  be  doubtful  whether  paymoit  of  the  debts  of  the 
corporation  can  be  so  considered.  The  second  ob|ection 
is,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  anchorage  and  plankage, 
and  tolls,  was  in  somebody  else,  and  therefore  that  the 
plaintiffs  ought  to  have  been  nonsuited :  the  plaintifis  must 
prove  their  case  as  strictly  as  if  they  were  bringing  an  ac» 
tion  of  ejectment  for  the  soil.  The  fact  of  the  former  lease 
having  the  seals  torn  ofT,  was  not  used  in  evidence  as  conchi- 
sive  of  a  surrender  of  the  former  term,  but  merely  as  a  cir* 
cumstance  fit  to  be  considered  by  the  jury,  and  I  think  there 
was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  surrender  by  operation  of 
Isw.  Before  the  case  of  Tkamas  v.  Cook,  I  should  have 
had  some  difficulty  on  this  point,  but  that  is  a  recognised 
case,  where  the  assent  of  the  former  tenant  that  another 
should  hold  in  his  place,  was  held  to  constitute  as  vaKd  a 
surrender  of  the  first  interest  by  act  and  operation  of  kw, 
as  if  the  former  tenancy  had  been  determined  in  writing. 
Here,  I  think  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  the  con- 
sent of  the  first  lessees,  not  only  from  the  cancelling  of 
the  lease  to  them,  but  also  from  the  user  at  the  Bishop's 
office,  of  taking  the  old  leases  there  before  a  new  one  was 
granted. 

Boll  AND,  B. — I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  rule  oi^t 
to  be  discharge^],  and  that  this  case  is  not  within  the 
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tttte  9  Geo.  2,  c  36.    I  entertained  doubts  as  to  the  st»r«-  Enk.  M  PUas, 

1837i 
render  of  the  former  lease  by  operation  of  law,  until  they 


I  reiDored  by  some  of  the  cases  that  have  been  cited. 
It  is  clear  that  cancelling  alone  would  not  be  sufficient, 
and  I  think  no  great  weight  is  to  be  attached  to  the  fact 
of  the  old  lease  being  found  cancelled  in  the  Bishop's 
office ;  but  when  I  find  there  is  a  custom  of  returning  the 
<^  leases  there  before  a  renewal  or  re«-grant»  and  when  I 
look  at  the  lease,  and  see  who  the  parties  are,  and  that  the 
corporation  of  Stockton  are  the  real  parties,  the  only  dif* 
ference  being  that  the  trustees  are  different  persons,  I 
think  there  was  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  presume 
a  surrender  by  operation  of  law. 

Rule  discharged* 


Partridge  v.  Wallbank. 

JMABTIN  ht^d  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  judg-  Where  it  ap« 
ment  signed  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  cauBe,  for  irregularity,  ^^""f  5ie*iffi- 
It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  having  a  demand  against  davit  wed  to 
the  defendant,  proceeded  in  the  ordinary  way  by  writ  of  tnngas  to  oom- 
suBUitons ;  and  on  the  non-appearance  of  the  defendant,  ^'fh^defen^' 
sned  out  the  ordinary  distringas,  requiring  the  defendant  dutUabrMd, 
to  enter  an  appearance  within  eight  days,  or  the  plaintiff  appearance  for 
would  do  so  for  him  under  the  statute.     To  this  distringas  adjudgment 
there  were  returns  of  nulla  bona  and  non  est  inventus,  and  SJ'f^JJJJJ!"' 
an  appearance  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  defendant  ^«  plaintiff 

ofitfii(  lo  nave 

by  the  plaintiff,  and  judgment  signed.  It  also  appeared,  proceeded  by 
that  in  the  affidavit  used  to  obtain  the  distringas,  it  was  f^^l^  °  ^^ 
stated  that  the  defendant  was  then  abroad ;  and  it  was 
sworn  that  he  had  continued  abroad  until  the  present  time. 
Martin  contended  that  the  distringas  sued  out  was  appli- 
cable only  to  cases  where  the  defendant  was  in  this 
country,  and  that  when  he  was  abroad,  the  only  process 
enforceable  by  the  plaintiff  was  that  of  outlawry :  and  that 
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BM9h*  9f  /'iMft  the  distringas  should  have  been  sued  out  with  that  view, 


\^ 


in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  statute.    He  cited  FroMcr  ?. 
PMITBXD0B     Case  (a)y  Price  ▼.  Bower  (6),  Simpson  v.  Lord  Gfra«er(e), 


ffi 


Waubamk.    Jones  v.  Price  {d).  I 

Sir  FF.  Folleit  shewed  causei  and  urgedj  that  the  Judge's    I 
order  for  the  distringas  being  in  general  terms,  the  plaintiff    . 
had  a  right  to  sue  out  either  kind  of  process    upon  it: 
Fraser  ▼.  Case.     But — 

Parke,  B.,  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  proceedinp 
were  irregular.  > 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs  (e). 

(a)  9  Binff .  464 1  I  Dowl.  P.  C.  (d)  Id.  42. 

725.  (e)  See  Aeoy  ▼.  Youde^  waU, 

ib)  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  1.  188;  Vertw.  Goi0ar,4Bliif .N.C.; 

(e)Id.ia  4  Scott,  287. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


(In  Error.) 

Sir  MoLYNBUX  Hyde  Nbpban,  Bart  r.  Dob  sL  Kniobt* 

WbfB  a  pwty  '^  ^^^  ^^^  '^^  ejectment,  commenced  in  Hilary  Tern, 

bat  been  absent  1834,  to  recover  possession  of  copyhold  premises  in  the 

withoQC  having  parish  of  Loders,  in  the  county  of  Dorset,  (being  the  same 

thepratumption  premises  claimed  in  the  cause  of  Do^  d.  Knight  r.Ns- 

ariiw  t£rhe  is  P^^^  WO  *"^  ^^^  ^™^  before  Patteson,J.,  at  the  Dorset- 
dead;  but  there 
b  no  legal  presuiaption  as  to  the  tim§  of  hla  death. 

By  the  statute  3  6^  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  ss.  2,  8,  the  doctrine  of  non-ad?erse  possession  is  done  avty 
with,  except  in  the  cases  provided  for  by  s.  15 1  and  an  ^tment  must  be  broa|^  witbio  twcaKy 
years  after  the  original  right  of  entry  of  the  plaintiff  (or  of  the  party  under  whosn  be  daiw) 
accrued,  whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  possession. 

(a)  6  B.  &  Ad.  86;  S.  C.  nomine  Doe  d.  Slade  v.  iV^m,  2  Ner.  k 
M.  219. 
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shire  Spring  AssiieSy  1835|  when  the  following  evidence  Mjt^  CkamUft 
wai  giren  on  the  part  of  the  plainti£P: —  «.    ^*  ^ 

2d  January,  1788.— At  a  Court  held  this  day  for  the 
manor  of  Loders,  Matthew  Knight  took  of  the  lord  certain 
copyhold  tenements  called  the  Roofless  Living  and  Home 
Living,  (being  part  of  the  premises  in  question  in  this 
cause),  to  hold  to  him  the  said  Matthew  Knight  and 
Eldward  Knight  (his  brother),  and  Elizabeth  Mary  Daviesj 
for  their  lives,  and  for  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of  them, 
Buccessively. 

16tb  October,  1794.— At  a  Court  held  this  day,  the  said 
Matthew  Knight  took  of  the  lord  a  certain  copyhold  tene- 
ment called  Mabys  Hay,  (being  other  part  of  the  premises 
V  in  question),  to  hold  to  him  the  said  Matthew  Knight  and 
Rice  Davies  Knight  his  son,  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of 
the  longest  liver  of  them,  successively,  in  reversion  imme* 
diately  after  the  determination  of  the  estate  of  Henry 
Budden  therein. 

20th  March,  1797.— At  a  Court  held  this  day,  George 
Bagster  and  Nathaniel  Taylor,  as  assignees  of  the  said 
Matthew  Knight,  a  bankrupt,  were  admitted  tenants  to 
the  said  tenements  called  Roofless  Living,  Home  Living, 
and  Mabys  Hay,  except  out  of  the  latter  as  to  one  close 
called  Sheep  Acres,  to  which  they  were  admitted  tenants 
in  reversion  of  the  said  Henry  Budden. 

At  the  same  Court,  George  Knight  took  of  the  lord 
the  reversion  of  the  said  tenements  called  Roofless  Living 
and  Home  Living,  to  hold  to  Paul  Slade  Knight  (the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff)  and  Thomas  Clothier  Knight,  sons 
of  the  said  George  Knight,  for  their  lives,  and  the  life  of 
the  longest  liver  of  them,  successively,  after  the  determin- 
ation of  the  estate  and  interest  which  the  said  George 
Knight  claimed  to  have  for  the  life  of  the  said  Matthew 
Knight  his  brother. 

.  Jtndatjtbe  same  Court,  there  war.  entered  a  letter  of 
attorney,  dated   18th  March,  1797,  whereby  the  said 
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Exch.  Chamber,  George  Bagster  and  Nathaniel  Taylor  appointed  Ridiard 
Travers  their  attorney,  to  take  admittance  of  the  said 
tenements  called  Roofless  Living,  Home  Living,  and 
Mabys  Hay,  together  with  the  said  close  called  Sheep 
Acres,  and  to  surrender  the  same  to  the  use  of  the  said 
George  Knight,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
for  the  life  of  the  said  Matthew  Knight. 

In  August,  1806,  Thomas  Clothier  Knight  died.  In 
December  in  the  same  year,  or  early  in  1807,  Matthew 
Knight  went  to  America;  and  in  the  month  of  May  1807, 
a  letter  was  received  from  him,  but  he  was  never  heard  of 
afterwards. 

Matthew  Knight  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  m 
question  for  the  three  years  preceding  his  bankruptcy, 
which  happened  in  1797 ;  and  after  that  event  George 
Knight  entered  into  possession  of  the  same  premises  as 
the  purchaser  of  Matthew  Knight's  interest,  and  con- 
tinued in  such  possession  till  his  death;  but  he  was  never 
actually  admitted  tenant  to  the  lord. 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1807,  George  Knight  executed 
an  indenture  of  mortgage  to  the  said  Richard  Tracers,  of 
all  the  said  premises,  for  the  term  of  seventy  years  if  the 
said  Matthew  Knight  should  so  long  live,  for  securing  the 
payment  of  two  several  sums  of  838/.  and  Si5L  Soon 
after  the  date  of  this  mortgage,  all  the  premises  were 
sold  to  Sir  Evan  Nepean,  the  father  of  the  defendant  in 
this  action  (the  plaintiff  in  error),  but  the  purchaser  was 
never  admitted  tenant  to  the  lord  ;  and  if  any  formal  con- 
veyance was  executed,  it  had  been  lost. 

On  the  ISth  December,  1807,  George  Knight  died. 

On  the  6th  April,  1808,  Sir  Evan  Nepean  granted  a  lease 
of  the  premises  to  the  said  Richard  Travers  for  the  term  of 
fourteen  years  from  this  date,  and  Travers  underlet  the 
premises  to  George  Way,  who  occupied  them  from  the 
death  of  the  said  George  Knight  in  1807,  to  the  death  of 
Travers  in  1813.     Shortly  after  Travers's  death,  the  pre* 
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nises  were  surrendered  by  his  executors  to  Sir  Evan  ^f^^-  CTumber^ 
^epean,  who  continued  in  possession  thereof  by  himself  or 
h\3  tenants,  from  thence  until  his  death  in  1822 :  and  from 
that  time  to  the  present  the  defendant.  Sir  Molyneux 
IJepean,  has  been  in  the  possession  thereof. 

Upon  these  facts,  two  questions  were  raised  at  the  trial; 
first,  whether  it  was  incumbent  on  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  prove  that  the  said  Matthew  Knight  was  actually 
alive  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action ;  secondly,  whether  it  appeared  upon  the 
evidence  that  there  had  been  an  adverse  possession  of  the 
premises  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  twenty  years 
before  the  action  brought.  The  learned  judge  stated  his 
opinion  to  the  jury  as  to  the  first  point,  that  it  was  incumr 
bent  on  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  Matthew 
Knight  was  actually  aUve  within  twenty  years,  and  that  he 
bad  not  proved  it ;  and  as  to  the  second  point,  that  if  Sic 
Evan  Nepean  took  as  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  George 
Knight,  then  his  possession  had  not  been  adverse  for 
twenty  years,  because  it  could  not  be  adverse  so  long  as  it 
was  uncertain  whether  Matthew  Knight  was  alive  or  dead, 
which  it  was  up  to  May  18 14.  The  jury  found  that 
Matthew  Knight  was  not  proved  to  have  been  actually 
alive  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  but  that  it  did  not  appear  by  the  evidence 
that  there  had  been  an  adverse  possession  of  twenty  years 
as  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  verdict  was 
thereupon  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  opinion  of 
the  learned  Judge  on  the  first  point,  and  the  defendant  to 
his  opinion  on  the  second  point,  and  cross  bills  of  excep- 
tions were  tendered  and  sealed  accordingly,  and  writs  of 
error  sued  out  thereon.  The  case  was  argued  in  last 
Michaelmas  Vacation  by 


Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.— The  les- 
sor of  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  sustain  the  action,  was 
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OoMArts  bound  to  prov^  both  his  right  of  property  in  the  premiaei 
and  his  right  of  entry.    To  make  out  these^  it  became  in- 
cumbent on  him  to  shew — ^first,  that  Matthew  Knight  was 
dead ;  and  secondly,  that  the  title  fell  on  him  In  retoaio- 
der  within  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  tb« 
action:  therefore  he  was  bound  to  prove  the  death   of 
Matthew  Knight  within  twenty  years  before  action  broaght. 
It  was  contended  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  that)  by 
analogy  to  the  statute  against  bigamy,  I  Jac.  1,  c.  11,  a»  S, 
and  the  statute  19  Car.S,  c.  6,  as  to  estates  pur  autre  Tir^ 
the  presumption  of  the  death  of  Matthew  Knight  did  not 
arise  until  the  expiration  of  seven  years  after  he  was  last 
heard  of:  in  other  words,  that  he  must  be  pTeaumed  Co 
have  lived  to  the  end  of  those  seven  years.    This  b  in 
effect,  as  to  this  point,  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgmeot 
^f  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  (a),  which  decided  that 
there  was  no  legal  presumption  at  all  as  to  the  titne  of  his 
death.     It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  refer  again  to 
the  authorities  cited  on  that  occasion ;  but  a  case  has  beea 
since  decided,  in  which  the  same  doctrine  was  re-atated. 
In   Rex  V.  Inhabitants  of  Harbarne  (6),  on  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  of  a  female  pauper,  the  re^ 
spondents  having  proved  her  settlement  by  marriage,  the 
appellants  shewed  that  the  husband  had  been  previously 
married,  and  that  a  letter  had  been  written  by  his  first 
wife,  bearing  date  twenty-five  days  before  the  second  mar^ 
riage,  from  Van  Diemen's  Land.     The  Sessions  having 
on  this  evidence  quashed  the  order  of  removal,  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  held  that  they  were  warranted  in  so 
doing,  for  they  might  presume  that  the  first  wife  was  living 
at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage.    Rex  v.  Twyning  (e) 
had  been  cited  as  an  authority  to  the  contrary.    Lord 
Denman, C.  J.,  says (cf) :  ''I  must  take  this  opportunity  of 

(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  93;  2  Nev.  &      M.  341. 
M.  226.  (c)  2  B.  &  Aid.  386. 

{b)  2  Ad.  k  E.  540  j  4  Nev.  ft         (d)  2  Ad.  ft  E.  544. 
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f  ayingt  that  nothing  can  be  more  absnrd  than  the  notion  Mnpk^  e^amim 

that  there  is  to  be  any  rigid  presumption  of  law  on  such  ^ 

questions  of  fact^  without  reference  to  accompanying  cir*       HatsAif 

cumstances :  such^  for  instance^  as  the  age  or  health  of        pos 

the  party.    There  can  be  no  such  strict  presumption  of      Kaioaf. 

law«     In  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Nepean  the  question  arose 

much  as  in  Rex  v.  Twyning.    The  claimant  was  not  barred, 

if  the  party  was  presumed  not  dead  till  the  expiration 

of  the  seyen  years  from  the  last  intelligence.    The  learned 

judge  who  tried  the  cause  held  that  there  was  a  legal  pre* 

Bumption  of  life  until  that  time,  and  directed  a  verdict 

for  the  plaintiff;  because,  if  there  was  a  legal  presump* 

tion,  there  was  nothing  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.    But 

tbia  Court  held  that  no  legal  presumption  existed,  and  srt 

the  verdict  aside.  ...    I  think  the  only  questions  in  such 

cases  are,  what  evidence  is  admissible,  and  what  inference 

0ULy  fairly  be  drawn  from  it."    There  is  another  case, 

which  was  not  referred  to  on  the  argument  in  the  Court 

of  King's  Bench-— Patterson  v.  Biaek  (a).    TherCi  in  an 

action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  one  Macleane, 

from  the  SOth  January,  1772,  to  the  SOth  January,  1778, 

it  appeared  in  evidence,  that  about  the  28th  of  November, 

1777,  Macleane  sailed  from  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  in  the 

Swallow  sloop  of  war,  which,  not  being  afterwards  heard 

of,  was  supposed  to  have  been  lost  in  a  storm  off  the 

Western  Islands.     In  order  to  prove  the  death  of  Mao- 

leane  before  the  SOth  of  January,  1778,  the  plaintiff  called 

witnesses  to  prove  the  ship's  departure  from  the  Cape,  and 

several  captains  swore  that  they  sailed  the  same  day ;  that 

the  Swallow  must  have  been  as  forward  in  her  course  as 

they  were  on  the  13th  or  14th  of  January,  when  they 

encountered  a  most  violent  storm ;  and  that  she  was  much 

•mailer  than  their  vessels,  which  weathered  it  with  dif** 

ficttlty.  Lord  Mansfield  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether, 

(a)  Park  Ins.  644. 
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Bxek,  Chamber,  under  all  the  circumsiances,  they  thought  the  eTideooe 
^  sufficient  to  convince  them  that  the  party  died  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  limited  in  the  policy :  adding,  that 
if  they  thought  it  so  doubtful  as  not  to  be  able  to  form  an 
opinion,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  their  verdict.  There 
would  be  many  cases  in  which  such  a  presumption  as  that 
which  is  contended  for  would  materially  a£Pect  the  title  to 
land,  and  would  yet  be  altogether  contrary  to  the  fact. 
The  courts  have  therefore  invariably  said,  that  there  is  no 
presumption  as  to  the  iimef  although  there  is  aa  to  the 
fact,  of  the  death.  Here  no  evidence  whatever  was  given 
to  shew  the  time  of  the  death. 

But  it  is  said,  and  the  learned  judge  so  expressed  hti 
opinion,  that,  as  Sir  Evan  Nepean  took  as  purchaser  from 
George  Knight,  his  possession  was  not  adverse  so  long  as 
it  was  uncertain  whether  Matthew  Knight  was  alive  or 
dead,  that  is,  not  until  the  end  of  the  seven  years.     Bat 
the  certainty  of  his  death  does  not  exist  even    now, 
although  the  courts  may  presume  it  if  legal  proceedings  are 
taken.  The  presumption  then  made  is  this,  and  no  moret — 
that  he  died  atsome  time  within  the  first  seven  years^  dur- 
ing which  he  has  not  been  heard  of.   It  is  altogether  imma- 
terial that  Sir  Evan  Nepean's  possession  was  not  advene 
to  Matthew  Knight,  the  tenant  for  life ;  the  moment  he 
died,  the  possession  became  adverse  to  his  remainderman. 
The  right  of  entry  accrues  to  the  remainderman,  nnder 
such  circumstances,  as  soon  as  be  has  a  right  to  treat  the 
party  in   possession   as  a  trespasser — that  is,   immedi* 
ately  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.    The  question 
is  therefore  identical  with   the  former — when,  namely, 
did  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  occur?    The  statutes 
of   limitation    themselves  contain    no    reference   to  the 
doctrine  of  adverse  possession,  which  has  been  engrafted 
by  the  courts  upon  the  statute  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16.    That 
statute  simply  enacts,  '*  that  no  person  or  persons  shall 
make  any  entry  into  any  lands,  &c.,  but  within  twenty 
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yean  next  after  his  or  their  tiile^  which  shall  first  descend  Exch.  chamber, 
or  accrue  to  the  same^  and  in  default  thereof  such  persons     ^  j 

so  not  entering,  and  their  heirs,  shall  be  utterly  excluded       Ke^ean 
and  disabled  from  such  entry  after  to  be  made.*"    In  the 
case,  then,  of  the  tenancy  of  a  particular  estate,  with  an  es» 
tate  of  remainder,  when  does  the  remainder-inan^s  title  ac- 
crue to  him  ?   Undoubtedly  at  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  the 
particular  estate.    Suppose  Matthew  Knight  died  in  1808, 
had  not  the  remainder^man  full  right  then  to  enter?    The 
question  is  not  whether  tiie  remainder-man  acquiesced  in  a 
ccmtinuaBce  of  the  possession  under  the  tenant  for  life  $ 
that  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury.    The  recent  act  for 
tb€  limitation  of  actions,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  S7,  does  not 
alter  the  case.    The  2nd  section  enacts,  that  after  the  31  st 
December,  1883,  "  no  person  shall  make  an  entry  or  di9» 
tress,  or  bring  an  action  to  recover  any  land  or  rent,  but 
within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right 
to  make  such  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring  such  action, 
shaU  have  first  accrued  to  some  person  through  whom  he 
claims,  or  if  such  right  shall  not  have  accrued  to  any  per- 
8on  through  whom  he  claims,  then  within  twenty  yearft 
next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry 
or  distress,  or  to  bring  such  actbn,  shall  have  first  accrued 
to  the  person  making  or  bringing  the  same."  And  the  5th 
section  declares,  that  when  the  estate  or  interest  claimed 
shall  hare  been  an  estate  or  interest  in  reversion  or  re- 
mainder, such  right  shall  be  deemed  to  have  first  accrued 
at  the  time  when  it  became  an  estate  or  interest  in  pos* 
session*    Here  the  right  of  entry  accrued,  and  the  estate 
Tested  in  possession,  on  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
The  whole  case,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  the  same 
question  which  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench — when  did  that  death  happen  ?     No  doubt  some 
acts  of  the  party  in  remainder  may  prevent  the  possession 
under  the  tenant  for  life  from  being  adverse  to  himself,  as 
in  the  ease  of  a  void  lease  for  years  by.  the  tenant  for  life* 
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Bxeh.  Ckamhir,  and  receipt  of  rent  under  it  by  the  remainder-man :  Roe 
1837 

d.  Brune  y.  Prideaux  (a),  Denn  v.  Rawlit^s  {b);  and  so 

of  other  acts  shewing  a  recognition  of  the  continuance  of 
possession;  but  if  no  such  act  be  shewn,  the  occupatioD 
is  adverse  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.  If  the 
possession  here  was  not  adverse.  Sir  Evan  Nepean  was 
tenant  to  Paul  Slade  Knight,  otherwise  there  has  been  a 
disseisin.  If  any  such  presumption  could  arise*  it  was  for 
the  jury ;  but  it  could  not,  because  Sir  Evan  Nepean  was 
clearly  claiming  in  his  own  right,  at  all  events  from  the 
death  of  Matthew  Knight.  The  doctrine  of  adverse  pos- 
session was  adopted  on  the  principle  that  the  right  of 
tntry  did  not  accrue  until  the  occupation  of  the  land  be- 
came no  longer  permissive,  as  in  the  case  of  landlord  and 
tenant,  or  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust.  So,  in  the  case 
of  a  joint  tenancy  or  tenancy  in  common ;  though  each 
party  has  a  right  to  come  upon  the  land,  he  has  no  right 
of  entry  to  make  a  demise  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
party.  So  also  the  mortgagor,  being  in  possession  with 
the  consent  of  the  mortgagee,  in  whom  the  legal  estate  is 
vested,  is  his  tenant:  Partridge  v.  Bere  (c),  Hatlr.  Doe 
d.  Surtees  (d).  Here  it  is  clear  there  was  no  occupatioa 
bff  the  consent  of  the  remainder-man.  In  Doe  d.  Parker  r. 
Gregory  {e),  where  a  widow,  tenant  for  life  of  lands  settled 
upon  her  by  a  deceased  husband  by  way  of  jointure, 
married  again,  and  levied  a  fine  of  the  lands  jointly  with 
her  second  husband,  and  died,  and  the  husband  held  for 
more  than  twenty  years  after  her  death,  it  was  held  that 
hia possession  was  adverse!  against  the  reversioner  after  her 
death,  although  he  bad  originally  come  into  poaseasioo 
lawfully,  becauae  he  could  have  been  treated  as  a  tres- 
passer immediately  on  the  wife's  death.  Suppose  it  were  ne- 
cessary to  plead  the  Statute  of  Limitations  specially,  what 


(a)  10  £a«t,  158. 

ib)  Ibid.  261. 

(0  6B.  &Ald.604. 


((/)  6  B.  &  Aid.  687. 
(e)  2Ad.  &E.14;  4  Nev.  & 
M.3QB. 
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would  the  party  have  to  prove  under  it? — that  bis  right  of  Exeh.  Chamber, 
entry  accrued  vfithin  twenty  years.  The  question,  therefore,  '  ^ 

whether  the  possession  was  adverse  to  the  tenant  for  life 
or  not|  is  imcqaterial;  since  the  plaintiff's  right  of  entry 
accrued,  and  his  estate  vested  in  possession,  on  the  death 
of  the  tenant  for  life.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  question 
as  to  adverse  possession  h^s  reference  to  a  possession  ad- 
verse as  against  the  remainder-man  only,  that  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury;  but  there  was  no  fact  from  which  to 
infer  that  it  was  permissive. 


Nbpban 

9, 

Dob 
Kmioht. 


The  Altornejf-^General,  contri. — The  consequence  of 
determining  both  the  points  in  this  case  against  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  will  necessarily  be,  that  his  time  for  bring- 
ing an  ejectment  is  abridged  to  thirteen  years  instead  of 
twenty.  He  could  not  bring  it  until  the  end  of  seven 
y^ars  after  May  1807:  if  he  had  laid  his  demise  earlier 
than  May  1814,  he  must  have  inevitably  failed  on  this 
evidence,  because  the  presumption  of  the /act  of  the  death 
bad  not  yet  arisen.  The  plaintiff  is,  however,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, entitled  to  judgment  on  both  points. 

first,  as  to  the  question  of  adverse  possession : — This 
case  does  not  fall  within  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  S7. 
The  enactments  of  that  statute  had  for  their  object  to  get 
rid  of  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  law  of  adverse  possession, 
which  fprqned  so  great  an  impediment  in  the  tracing  of 
titles.  But  the  15th  section  saved  this  case  from  the 
operation  of  the  previous  sections,  giving  the  further 
period  of  five  years,  during  which  the  doctrine  of  adverse 
possession  was  to  remain  as  before.  [Patteson,  J. — That 
IS  where  the  possession  was  not  adverse  at  the  passing  pf 
the  act.]  It  is  retrospective  through  the  whole  past  pe- 
riod, and  gives  five  years  more  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
ejectment.  Then,  how  did  this  case  stand  under  the  old 
law  ?  Matthew  Knight,  the  tenant  for  life,  having  become 
bankrupt,  his  assignees  convey  his  interest  to  George 
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Bxeh,  Chamber,  Knight ;  he  mortgages  to  Travers,  and  Traven  aMigoa 
his  mortgage  to  Sir  Evan  Nepean,  who  becomes  possessed 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  as  well  as  of  the  mortgage  term. 
Sir  Evan  Nepean,  therefore^  represents  George  Knight, 
who  represents  Matthew.  Then  with  regard  to  the  ac- 
tual possession :  George  Knight  occupied  the  premises 
till  December,  1807;  Way  (the  tenant  under  Travers) 
succeeded,  and  held  till  1814;  then  came  in  the  te- 
nant of  Sir  Evan  Nepean.  It  might  be  contended  that, 
at  the  time  when  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27  passed,  there 
had  been  no  adverse  possession  at  all.  Where  the  pos- 
session is  at  first  lawful  by  the  party's  entering  in  his 
own  right,  it  does  not  become  unlawful  by  his  continaance 
in  possession  after  the  period  when  he  is  in  possession  by 
right.  In  Doe  v.  Gregory,  the  husband  did  not  pretend 
to  hold  under  his  wife :  he  did  not  come  in  lawfully  by 
right.  IPatiesoUt  J. — ^The  whole  of  that  case  is,  that 
there  may  be  an  unlawful  possession  which  does  not 
amount  to  a  disseisin.]  There  must  be  an  ouster,  an  in- 
tention to  disseise,  otherwise  there  is  no  disseisin  ;  and  it 
has  been  always  held  that  the  statute  of  21  Jac.  1,  does 
not  begin  to  run  until  after  an  ouster  or  disseisin.  The 
most  familiar  example  is  where  there  are  two  sons,  and 
the  younger  enters  and  keeps  possession ;  the  statute  does 
not  run  Against  the  elder  unless  he  is  actually  ousted  or 
disseised :  Reading  v.  RoyUon  (a).  In  Doe  d.  BwrreU  v. 
Perkins  (£)»  tenant  for  life  leased  for  her  life,  and  died  in 
1799,  and  the  lessee  continued  in  possession  without  pay- 
ment of  rent  till  his  death  in  1805,  when  his  son  took 
possession,  and  continued  without  payment  of  rent,  and  in 
1807  levied  a  fine  with  proclamations:  it  was  held  thai 
the  remainder-man  in  fee  might  maintain  ejectment  against 
him  without  an  actual  entry  to  avoid  the  fine,  or  a  notice 
to  determine  the  tenancy.     Lord  Ellenborough  said,  "  In 


(a)  Salk.  423. 


(b)  3  M.  &  Selw.  271. 
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order  to  constitute  a  title  by  disseisin,  there  must  be  a  Eteh.  Chamhert 

1837 
i¥rongful  entry ;  but  here  has  been  no  wrongful  entry,  but 

only  a  wrongful  continuance  of  the  possession,  therefore 
there  was  no  disseisin.*'  [Patieson,  J. — ^The  point  of 
adverse  possession,  as  distinguished  from  disseisin,  did 
not  arise  there,  because  the  ejectment  was  brought  within 
twenty  years  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life.]  But  the 
doctrine  laid  down  went  to  the  extent  that  it  might  have 
been  brought  even  beyond  the  twenty  years ;  the  validity 
of  the  fine  depended  on  the  question,  whether  the  pos-i 
session  was  adverse  or  not ;  and  it  was  held  that  neither 
by  right  nor  by  wrong  the  conusor  had  anything  in  the 
premises.  The  case  is  altogether  at  variance  with  the  ar- 
gument on  the  other  side,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
always  begins  to  run  from  the  time  when  the  original  right 
of  entry  accrues.  The  same  general  doctrine,  that  where 
the  original  entry  is  lawful,  the  mere  continuance  of  pos- 
session does  not  make  it  adverse,  is  laid  down  in  many 
other  cases :  Hall  v.  Doe  d.  Surtees  (a).  Doe  d.  Colclough 
▼.  Nulse  (6),  Doe  d.  Souter  v.  Hull  (c),  Doe  d.  Smith  v. 
Pike  (d),  Doe  d.  Roffetf  v.  Harbrow  {e).  The  case  of  Do^ 
d.  Forsier  v.  Scott  (/),  which  was  cited  at  the  trial  as  an 
authority  the  other  way,  turned  merely  on  the  construction 
of  a  grant  of  copyholds.  On  these  authorities,  if  Sir 
Evan  Nepean  entered  rightfully,  as  the  purchaser  of 
Matthew  Knight's  life  estate,  without  any  intention  to 
disseise,  his  continuance  in  possession  did  not  make  the 
statute  begin  to  run.  There  would  be  no  pretence  for 
considering  George  Knight*s  possession  adverse,  if  be 
himself  had  held  over ;   and  all  the  others  have  come  in 


(a)  5B.  &Ald.687;  1  Dowl. 
&R.340. 

{h)  3B.&Cr.757;  5  Dowl.  & 
R.660. 

(c)  2  Dowl.  &  R.  38. 

id)  dB.&Ad.  738;  lNe?.& 


M.  385. 

(e)  3Ad.&B.  68,  n.;  1  Nev. 
&M.422. 

(/)  4B.  &  Cr.  7O65  7  D.  & 
R.  190. 
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under  him.  And  if  ihe  possession  o(  Sir  Evan  Nepean 
was  the  possesion  of  Knight,  it  followed  as  a  concIiiMon 
of  taWj  that  it  was  not  a  case  of  adverse  possession,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  be  left  t6  the  jury.  Nor  could  Sir 
Evan's  possession  be  adverse,  that  is^  as  claiming  by  an 
adverse  title,  during  the  seven  years  while  it  was  uncertain 
whether  Matthew  was  dead,  ift  is  clear  he  believed  him 
alive  in  1808,  when  he  was  treating  for  his  life  interest ; 
and  it  is  equally  clear  he  never  set  up  any  pretence  to 
hold  adversely  to  the  remainder-^man« 

Secondly. — It  is  submitted  that  tfie  ordinary  presumption 
of  law  is,  that  a  party  lives  during  the  period  of  seven  years 
after  he  was  last  heard  of.  That  presumption  may  be  re* 
butted  by  circumstances :  as  by  proof  that  the  party  was 
aged,  or  infirm,  or  exposed  to  extraordinary  peril;  and 
will  subsist  only  in  the  absence  of  any  circumstancea 
to  rebut  it.  Thus,  in  Patterson  v.  Blachf  there  was  a 
storm,  and  probable  shipwreck.  Watson  v.  King  (a)  is  not 
in  point,  because  Lord  ^tlenborough  there  proceeded  on 
the  rule  adopted  in  insurance  law,  that  a  vessel  (proved  to 
have  sailed^  and  not  to  have  been  heard  of  for  several 
years,  may  be  considered  as  lost ;  and  there  is  no  other 
decision  to  support  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  in  the  present  case.  {^Vaughanfi. — Is  notthe 
presumption  rather  that  life  endures  through  the  seven 
years,  than  that  it  expires  within  the  seven  years,  accord- 
ing  to  Doe  d.  George  v.  Jesson  (£}•]  Lord  ElUnhoromgk 
there  laid  it  down,  that ''  the  presumption  of  the  duration 
of  life,  with  respect  to  whom  no  account  can  be  giren, 
ends  at  the  expiration  of  seven  years  from  the  time  when 
they  were  last  known  to  be  living.**  It  is  most  convenient 
that  such  a  definite  perioci  should  be  fiied  ;  it  draws  the 
line  distinctly,  and  prevents  confusion ;  and  the  analogy 
irith  the  seteral  statutes  by  which  such  a  period  ia  litniled 


(a)  1  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  121. 


{h)  6  East,  do. 
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is  then  complete.  Against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifF,  the  Etch,  ChamhtTi 
presumption  is  that  Matthew  Knight  lived  seven  years 
from  May  1807;  for  him,  the  presumption  is  that  he 
lived  no  longer.  If  it  be  otherwise,  this  absurdity  fol- 
lows :  if  this  ejectment  had  been  brought  within  twenty 
years  from  May  1807,  it  is  admitted  it  might  have  been 
sustained ;  but  if  it  had  been  brought  within  seven  jehTs 
from  that  period,  the  plaintiff  must  have  been  nonsuited. 
The  law  presumes  that  the  party  lives  seven  years,  there* 
fore  the  action  cannot  be  brought  sooner:  and  that 
he  died  at  the  end  of  seven  years,  therefore  it  may  be 
brought  within  twenty  years  after.  The  demise  might 
be  laid  the  very  day  after  the  expiration  of  the  seven 
years,  but  not  earlier.  The  question  is,  is  not  the  same 
presumption  to  be  made  as  to  the  limitation,  as  is  made  as 
to  the  commencement,  of  the  action  ?  [Paiieson^  J. — ^It 
does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  matter  of  analogy  merely  to 
the  Stat,  of  19  Car.  S,  c.  6;  that  seems  to  me  to  be  thegovem* 
ing  statute  on  this  very  subject.]  That  statute  enacts,  that 
where  cestui  que  vies  shall  absent  themselves  by  the  spcu^e 
of  seven  years  together^  they  shall  be  accounted  as  na- 
turally dead — that  is,  at  the  expiration  of  the  seven  years, 
[Coleridge,  J. — ^The  preamble  shews  that  the  inconve*- 
nience  to  be  remedied  was  only  the  inability  to  prove  the 
death.]  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  ofHarborne  {a)  is  distinguish* 
able ;  it  only  shews  that  the  law  will  presume  that  life 
continues  for  twenty^five  days.  [Patteson^  J^,  referred  to 
Rex  V.  Twyning  (b).]  There  there  were  conflicting  pre* 
sumptions;  but  the  Court  admitted  the  existence  of  the 
presumption  that  life  continues  for  seven  years.  The 
dicta  of  the  judges,  and  the  convenience  of  the  case,  are 
in  favour  of  the  decision  now  contended  for:  because 
otherwise  the  period  of  limitation  will  inevitably  be 
abridged  in  all  such  cases  to  thirteen  years ;  and  what  in« 


(«)  2  Ad.  ft  E.  640 ;  4  Nev.  ft  M.  341. 


(6)  2  B.  ft  Aid.  886. 
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EMh.  Ckmkber,  convenience  is  there,  on  the  other  hand,  in  holding  that 

1837*  .  • 

such   a  presumption  shall    stand  until  the  contrary  is 

proved  ?     [Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — Is  it  quite  clear  that  the 

late  statute  does  not  apply  ?]     It  does  not  apply  for  two 

reasons  :  first,  it  is  retrospective ;  secondly*  this  possession 

was  not  adverse.    The  right  construction  of  s.  15  is,  that 

five  years  are  given  if  the  party  needs  it.     [Paiic^on,  J. — 

The  direction  I  meant  to  give  was,  that  at  all  events  the 

possession  was  not  adverse  until  the  presumption  of  the 

fact  of  death  arose ;  I  certainly  should  not  have  taken  upon 

myself  to  decide,  without  leaving  it  to  the  jury,  that  there 

had  been  no  adverse  possession  at  all.] 

The  Court  (Sir  JV.  FoUeit  not  being  present)  called  on 

BarstoWf  in  reply. — The  argument  on  the  other  side 
ranges  itself  under  two  heads : — ^First,  whether  the  onus 
of  proving  the  time  of  the  death  lay  on  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff;  secondly,  whether  he  has  satisfied  it  or  not 
The  test  of  the  first  point  is,  by  supposing  a  plea  putting 
in  issue  whether  the  plaintiff's  right  accrued  within 
twenty  years  or  not.  He  must  prove  all  the  facts  which 
are  necessary  to  make  out  his  afiirmative.  At  what 
point  does  the  Attorney-General  say  the  possession  be- 
came wrongful?  It  must  be  so  at  the  time  of  ejectment 
brought ;  but  he  says  it  was  rightful  at  first  The  argu- 
ment goes  to  the  extent  that  the  possession  has  never  been 
adverse  at  all;  if  so^  the  ejectment  cannot  be  main- 
tained at  all*  The  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  are  dis- 
tinguishable. Reading  v.  Royston  need  not  be  disputed; 
because  adverse  possession  for  twenty  years  is  evidence  of 
an  ouster  or  disseisin.  In  Doe  v.  Perkins^  the  fact  of  an 
adverse  possession  is  not  stated  at  all ;  the  case  did  not 
turn  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  on  the  eflect  of  a 
fine,  and  no  sufficient  time  had  elapsed  from  which  to  in- 
fer a  disseisin.  The  distinction  was  there  taken  between 
a  disseisin  and  adverse  possession.    It  may  be  that  the 
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defendant  has  no  title :    but    the   question  also  occurs.  E*ek,  Chambtrt 

•  1837 

whether  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  bring  his  action,  not 

being  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time.  Hall  v.  Doe  d.  Surtees 
proceeded  altogether  on  the  peculiar  condition  of  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee,  which  is  an  anomalous  case,  and 
cannot  aid  the  argument  on  any  other  question.  In  Doe  A. 
Colclough  V.  Hube,  the  sole  consideration  was,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  possession  was  adverse  until 
the  death  of  a  particular  party,  the  ejectment  being 
brought  within  twenty  years  after  that  event.  Here  it 
is  agreed  that  the  right  dates  from  the  death ;  but  the 
difficulty  is  to  fix  the  death.  In  Doe  d.  Souter  v,  HuU^ 
all  that  the  Court  decided  was,  that  under  the  circum- 
stances it  was  a  case  of  tenancy  by  sufferance,  and  not  of 
adverse  possession  at  all.  So  also  in  Doe  d.  Roffey  v. 
Harbrouf,  the  adverse  possession  was  negatived  by  the 
particular  facts  of  the  case.  But  the  present  case  does  fall 
within  the  3  &  4  Will,  4,  c.  27,  and  is  not  within  the  ex* 
ception  in  s.  15,  which  applies  only  where  the  possession 
was  not  previously  adverse.  And  the  plaintiff  must  prove 
positively  that  he  is  not  barred  by  the  lapse  of  time, 
and  has  no  right,  by  a  prima  facie  case,  to  shift  the  onus 
to  the  other  party. 

With  respect  to  the  other  question,  there  is  no  suf- 
ficient authority  for  the  existence  of  the  presumption 
that  life  endures  for  seven  years.  Even  if  the  ques- 
tion be  doubtful,  the  conclusion  must  be  against  the  les- 
sor of  the  plaintiff^  In  the  cases  referred  to,  relating  to 
insurance,  the  precise  time  of  the  death  was  not  material : 
if  the  action  had  been  brought  more  than  six  years  after  the 
sailing  of  the  ship,  and  there  had  been  a  plea  of  the  Sta- 
tute of  Limitations,  those  cases  would  have  been  analogous. 
In  Doe  V.  JeMon,  it  was  put  to  the  jury  to  fix  the  time  as 
well  as  the  fact  of  death,  and  they  fixed  it  within  a  period 
which  excluded  the  seven  years,  and  answered  the  pur- 
poses of  the  cause.    The  whole  question  is,  is  there  any 


910 


CASES  IN  THE  EXCUEQT)ER| 


Exch.  Chamher,  absolute  presumption  of  /a«v— can  it  be  stated  as  a  legs! 
^  '  -  proposition  that  the  Court  must,  independently  of  parcica- 
Nepkan  lar  circumstances,  infer  that  life  endures  for  the  seTen 
years  and  then  expires  ?  The  necessity  for  the  statutes 
referred  to  shews  that  there  was  no  such  rule  at  commoD 
law ;  and  the  19  Car*  2,  c.  6,  only  supplies  the  proof  of 
thejaci  of  death. 

Cur.  ady.  vuh. 


Doe 
Knioht. 


In  Trinity  Vacatioui  the  judgment  of  the  Court  was 
delivered  by 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J. — The  lessor  of  the  pldntiff  claim- 
ed as  grantee  in  reversion  of  a  copyhold  estate,  on  the 
death  of  Matthew  Knight.  Matthew  Knight  went  to 
America  in  December  1806,  or  early  in  1807,  and  the  last 
account  that  was  heard  of  him  was  by  a  letter  written  by 
him  from  Charleston,  which  was  received  in  England  in 
May,  1807.  The  declaration  in  this  cause  was  served 
on  the  I8th  January,  1834.  At  the  trial,  evidence  was 
given  to  shew  that  the  defendant  came  into  possession  as 
a  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  George  Knight,  who  held 
for  the  life  of  Matthew  Knight. 

Two  questions  arose.  First,  whether  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  give  some  evidence  as  to  the  precise 
time  of  Matthew  Knight*s  death,  in  order  to  shew  that  he 
had  brought  this  action  within  twenty  years  of  his  death, 
or  whether  the  presumption  of  his  being  alive  continued 
to  the  last  moment  of  the  seven  years  since  he  was  last 
heard  of,  when  the  law  presumes  that  he  was  dead,  and 
which  was  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Secondly,  whether,  on  the  supposi* 
tion  that  the  defendant  came  in  as  a  purchaser  of  George 
Knight's  interest,  there  had  been  twenty  years*  adverse 
possession  as  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  learned  Judge  told  the  jury  it  was  incumbent  on 
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the  Tessoi^  of  th^  plaintiff  to  prove  that  Matthew  Knight  ^ch.  Chamber, 
was  actually  alive  within  twenty  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  and  that  he  had  not  proved  that 
fact  by  merely  shewing  that  seven  years  since  he  was  last 
heard  of  eitpired  within  twenty  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action :  on  which  the  counsel  for  the 
lessoi^  of  the  plaintiff  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The 
Ieal*ned  Jtidge  also  told  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  of  opi- 
nion that  the  defendant  took  as  purchaser  of  the  interest 
of  George  Knight,  his  possession  had  not  been  adverse  for 
twenty  years,  because  it  c6uld  not  be  adverse  as  long  as  it 
was  uncertain  whether  Matthew  Knight  was  alive  or  not, 
which  it  was  up  to  May,  1814.  Upon  this  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  jury 
found  that  it  was  not  proved  that  Matthew  Knight  was 
alive  within  twenty  years,  but  that  it  did  not  appear  that 
there  was  an  adverse  possession  of  twenty  years ;  and  un- 
der the  learned  Judge's  direction^  they  found  their  verdict 
for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  seems  the  statute  of  the  3  &  4  Wilt.  4,  c.  27,  was  not 
adveHed  to  at  the  trial,  but  only  on  the  case  being  arguec". 
before  the  Court.  We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
second  and  third  sections  of  that  act  (which  came  into  ope- 
ration on  the  1st  of  January,  1834,  seventeen  days  before 
thii  action  was  commenced)  have  done  away  with  the 
doctrine  of  non-adverse  possession,  and  except  in  cases  fall- 
ing within  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  act,  the  question  is 
whether  twenty  years  have  elapsed  since  the  right  accrued, 
whatever  be  the  nature  of  the  possession.  The  right  of 
entry  in  this  case  accrued  on  the  death  of  Matthew  Knight. 
Then,  as  the  first  and  second  questions  were  identical,  the 
learned  Judge  was  wrong  in  putting  any  distinct  and  sepa- 
rate questioh  to  the  jury  on  the  nature  of  the  possession, 
unless  the  case  be  within  the  fifteenth  section. 

Now,  that  section  applies  only  where  the  possession 
vris  not  adverse,  according  to  the  former  state  of  the  law, 
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Dob 
KmoHT. 


Etch,  Ckamher,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act — that  is,  the  24ih  July 
-  1833.  If  that  point  had  been  raised  at  the  trial,  it  b  plain 
Nbpean  the  jury  would  have  been  satisfied  that  the  possession  wu 
adverse  on  the  24th  July,  1833,  for  we  know  by  the  re- 
port of  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Nepean^  that  an  action  had  been 
brought  and  tried  between  the  same  parties  some  time 
before  that  date.  *  Whether,  therefore,  the  learned  Judge 
took  a  right  view  of  the  defendant's  possession  or  not,  un- 
der the  former  state  of  the  law,  is  immaterial;  the  3&4 
Will.  4,  c.  S7,  applies  to  the  case,  and  the  direction  in 
respect  of  which  the  defendant's  bill  of  exceptions  was 
tendered  was  therefore  wrong. 

Still,  it  is  necessary  to  determine  the  first  and  principal 
point  in  the  case,  because,  if  the  learned  Judge's  direction 
was  also  wrong  as  to  that,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  would 
be  entitled  to  retain  the  verdict,  although  he  obtained  it 
on  another  ground.  The  Court  is  therefore  called  on  to 
review  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  Doe 
▼.  Nepean.  The  doctrine  there  laid  down  is,  that  where 
a  person  goes  abroad,  and  is  not  heard  of  for  seven  yean, 
the  law  presumes  the  fact  that  such  person  is  dead,  but 
not  that  he  died  at  the  beginning  or  the  end  of  any  parti- 
cular period  during  those  seven  years  ;  that  if  it  be  im- 
portant to  any  one  to  establish  the  precise  time  of  such 
person's  death,  he  must  do  so  by  evidence  of  some  sort, 
to  be  laid  before  the  jury  for  that  purpose,  beyond  the 
mere  lapse  of  seven  years  since  such  person  was  last 
heard  of. 

After  fully  considering  the  argument  at  the  bar,  we  are 
all  of  opinion  that  the  doctrine  so  laid  down  is  correct 
It  is  conformable  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  Jamei 
I.  relating  to  bigamy,  more  particularly  to  the  statote 
19  Car.  S,  c.  6,  relating  to  this  very  matter,  the  words 
of  which  distinctly  point  at  the  presumption  of  the  faei 
of  death,  but  not  at  the  time:  it  is  conformable  also  to 
decisions  on  questions  of  bigamy  and  on  policies  of  infor- 
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ance,  and  it  is  supported  and  confirmed  by  the  case  of  Bxeh.  (^amher, 
Rex  V.  fnhabitants  of  Harbome.  It  is  true,  the  law  pre- 
sumes that  a  person  shewn  to  be  alive  at  a  given  time  re- 
mains alive  until  the  contrary  be  shewn,  for  which  reason 
the  onus  of  shewing  the  death  of  Matthew  Knight  lay  in 
this  case  on  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  He  has  shewn  the 
death,  by  proving  the  absence  of  Matthew  Knight,  and  his 
not  having  been  heard  of  for  seven  years,  whence  arises,  at 
the  end  of  those  seven  years,  another  presumption  of  law, 
namely,  that  he  is  not  then  alive ;  but  the  onus  is  also  cast 
on  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  of  shewing  that  he  has  com- 
menced his  action  within  twenty  years  after  his  right  of 
entry  accrued,  that  is,  after  the  actual  death  of  Matthew 
Knight.  Now,  when  nothing  is  heard  of  a  person  for 
seven  years,  it  is  obviously  a  matter  of  complete  uncer- 
tainty at  what  point  of  time  in  those  seven  years  he  died; 
of  all  the  points  of  time,  the  last  day  is  the  most  impro- 
bable, and  most  inconsistent  with  the  ground  of  presuming 
the  fact  of  death.  That  presumption  arises  from  the  great 
lapse  of  time  since  the  party  has  been  heard  of ;  because 
it  is  considered  extraordinary,  if  he  was  alive,  that  he 
should  not  be  heard  of.  In  other  words,  it  is  presumed 
that  his  not  being  heard  of  has  been  occasioned  by  his 
death,  which  presumption  arises  from  the  considerable 
time  that  has  elapsed.  If  you  assume  that  he  was  alive  on 
the  last  day  but  one  of  the  seven  years,  then  there  is 
nothing  extraordinary  in  his  not  having  been  heard  of  on 
the  last  day  ;  and  the  previous  extraordinary  lapse  of  time, 
during  which  he  was  not  heard  of,  has  become  immaterial 
by  reason  of  the  assumption  that  he  was  living  so  lately. 
The  presumption  of  the  fact  of  death  seems^  therefore,  to 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  death  took  place  some  con- 
siderable time  before  the  expiration  of  the  seven  years. 

It  is  true,  the  doctrine  will  often  practically  limit  the 
time  for  bringing  the  action  of  ejectment  in  such  cases ; 
and  circumstances  may  be  supposed,  as  of  a  lease  for  seven 
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Ej[ch,  Chamber,  years  commencing  on  the  death  of  A.^  or  of  a  promissory 
note  payable  two  months  after  A.'s  deaths  and  many  other 
cases  which  might  be  put.  in  which  it  would  be  diflBcuhto 
carry  into  effect  certain  contracts^  or  to  have  remedies  for 
the  breach  of  them,  if  the  parties  interested^  instead  of 
making  inquiry  respecting  the  person  on  whose  life  «o 
much  dependedi  chose  to  wait  for  the  legal  presumptioii. 
Such  inconveniences  may  no  doubt  arise,  but  they  do  not 
warrant  us  in  laying  down  a  rule  that  the  party  shall  be 
presumed  to  have  died  on  the  last  day  of  the  seven  yearsi 
which  would  manifestly  be  contrary  to  the  fact  in  almost 
all  instances.  No  such  rule  is  enacted  by  the  statute,  nor 
is  any  one  authority  adduced  in  which  any  such  rule  has 
been  laid  down. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  make  any  elec^on  between  the 
beginning  of  seven  years  and  the  end  of  them,  and  the 
period  to  which  the  death  should  be  referred,  as  seems  at 
one  time  to  have  been  assumed.  We  adopt  the  doctrine 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  that  the  presumption  of 
law  relates  only  to  the  fact  of  death,  and  that  the  time  of 
death,  whenever  it  is  material,  must  be  a  subject  of  distinct 
proof. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  learned 
Judge's  direction  to  the  jury,  in  respect  of  which  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff"  tendered  a  bill  of  exceptions,  was  correct, 
and  that  the  verdict  ought  to  have  been  found  for  the  de- 
fendant ;  but  as  we  cannot  order  it  to  be  so  entered,  the 
result  is  that  the  verdict  found  for  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff must  be  set  aside,  and  a  venire  de  novo  awarded. 


Venire  de  novo  awarded. 


AH 
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PRINCIPAL    MATTERa 


ACCOUNT  STATED. 
A.  kepi  cash  with  B.,  a  banker, 
and  the  balanoea  to  hb  credit  were 
stated  from  time  to  time  in  a  pass- 
book. A.  became  a  lunatic,  but  the 
account  continued  to  be  kept  with  his 
family,  and  in  the  pass-book,  the  en- 
tries in  which  were  in  B/s  hand- 
writing, a  balance  was  stated  to  the 
credit  of  A. : — Held^  that  this  was 
not  evidence  to  support  a  count  on 
an  account  stated  with  A.,  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  his  representative 
against  B.,  to  recover  the  amount  of 
such  balance.     Tarbuck  v.  BUpham. 


ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 
See  Plsadino  IFI.,  ft,  S. 

SXDUCTION. 

I.  By  wham  Maintainable, 
In  case,  the  declaration  stated,  that 
L.,  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  bar- 
gained with  the  defendant  to  buy  of 
him  a  gun,  to  wit,  for  the  use  of  him- 
self and  his  sons;  and  the  defendant 
then,  by  falsely  and  fraudulently  war- 
ranting the  .gun  to  have  been  made 
by  N.,  and  to  be  a  good,  safe,  and 
secure  gun,  then  sold  the  gun  to  L., 


for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  sons, 
for  24/. ;  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact 
the  defendant  was  guilty  of  great 
breach  of  duty,  and  of  wilful  deceit, 
negligence,  and  improper  conduct,  in 
this,  that  the  gun  was  not  made  by 
N.,  nor  was  a  good,  safe,  and  secure 
gun,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  was 
made  by  a  very  inferior  maker  to  N,, 
and  was  a  bad,  unsafe,  ill-manufac- 
tured and  dangerous  gun»  and  wholly 
unsound  and  of  very  inferior  mate- 
rials ;  of  all  which  the  defendant,  at 
the  time  of  such  warranty  and  sale, 
had  notice:  and  that  the  plaintiflT, 
knowing  and  confiding  in  the  said 
warranty,  used  the  gun,  which  but 
for  the  warrant  he  would  not  have 
done:  and  that  the  gun  being  in  the 
hands  of  the  plainti^  by  reason  and 
wholly  in  consequence  of  its  weak, 
dangerous,  and  insufficient  construe* 
tion  and  materials,  burst  and  ex- 
ploded: whereby  the  plaintiff  waa 
greatly  wounded,  &c.,  and  wholly 
by  means  of  the  premises,  breach  of 
duty,  and  improper  conduct  of  the 
defendant,  lost  the  use  of  his  hand : — 
Held,  (aAer  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  on  other 
pleas  denying  the  warranty,  and  that 
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the  gun  was  unsafe,  &c.),  that  the  ac- 
tion was  maintainable.  Langridge  v. 
Levy,  519 

II.  Against  whom  Maintainable. 

A.  borrowed  of  B.  a  horse  and 
chaise,  and  went  in  it,  accompanied 
by  C,  on  an  excursion  of  pleasure, 
C.  driving.  By  C.'s  mismanagement, 
the  horse  and  chaise  were  driven 
against  and  injured  the  pUintififs 
horse: — Held^  that  an  action  on  the 
case  might  be  maintained  for  the  in- 
jury against  A.,  on  a  declaration 
chfu-ging  that  he  was  possessed  of 
and  driving  the  horse  and  chaise,  and 
that  by  his  negligent  driving  the  in- 
jury was  occasioned.  WheatUy  v. 
Patrick,  650 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 
By  the  statute  S  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27, 
I.  9,  the  doctrine  of  non*ad verse  pos- 
session is  done  away  with,  except  in 
the  cases  provided  for  by  s.  15  ;  and 
an  ejectment  must  be  brought  within 
twenty  years  after  the  original  right 
of  entry  of  the  plaintiff  (or  of  the 
party  under  whom  he  claims)  ac- 
crued, whatever  be  the  nature  of  the 
defendant's  possession.  Nepean  v. 
Doe  d.  Kmght,  894 

AGREEMENT. 

Effect  of  Alteration  in. 

By  agreement  dated  8th  Septem- 
ber, the  defendant  agreed  to  let  a 
house  to  the  plaintiff  for  seven  years, 
at  an  annual  rent,  payable  quarterly, 
the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  the 
25th  March  following:— f^e/d,  that 
a  quarter's  rent  only  became  due  on 
the  25th  March. 

By  an  agreement  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  a  house.  No.  88, 
was  let  to  the  plaintiff.  After  the 
agreement  was  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff,  it  was  altered  (it  was 
not  proved  by  whom)  by  writing  85 


instead  of  88,  on  an  erasure.  The 
house  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  under 
the  agreement  was  in  fact  No.  55 : — 
HeU  that  the  altered  agreement 
might  be  given  in  evidence  in  an  ac- 
tion for  an  excessive  distress  (in  which 
the  demise  was  admitted  on  the  re* 
cord),  to  shew  the  terms  of  the  hold- 
ing.    Hutchins  v.  Scott^  809 

ARBITRATION. 

See  Plsadiko. 

I.  Extent  of  Arbitrator's  Authmty. 

A  client  sued  his  attorney  for  neg- 
ligence and  bad  advice,  and  alao  for 
money  had  and  received  to  his  use. 
To  the  counts  for  negligence,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  the  statute  of  linnita- 
tions;  to  the  money  counts  a  set-off 
for  bills  of  costs.  At  the  trial,  the 
Judge  having  expressed  an  opinion 
that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  a 
bar  to  the  plaintifi^s  recovering  on  the 
counts  for  negligence,  at  his  sugges- 
tion the  pecuniary  accounts  between 
the  parties  were  referred  to  a  barris- 
ter, and  a  juror  was  withdrawn.  By 
the  order  of  reference,  the  arbitrator 
was  to  settle  all  matters  in  difference 
between  the  parties  touching  the  de- 
fendant's bills  of  costs,  and  all  the 
plaintiff*s  demand  on  the  defendant, 
with  power  to  have  the  defendant's 
bills  taxed;  and  to  ascertain  the  bal- 
ance between  the  parties,  and  direct 
by  and  to  whom,  and  when,  the  same 
should  be  paid;  but  no  question  of 
liability  was  to  be  raised.  The  arbi- 
trator directed  the  defendant's  biUs 
to  be  sent  for  taxation,  and  in  the 
meantime  the  plaintiff  discovered  that 
the  defendant  was  not  admitted  in  the 
Courts  at  Westminster  (but  onlv  in 
the  Court  of  Great  Session  in  Wales), 
where  a  considerable  part  of  the  busi- 
ness was  done,  and  he  raised  that 
objection  before  the  arbitrator.  The 
arbitrator,  by  his  award,  after  stating 
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that  he  had  heard,  examined,  and  con- 
sidered the  proofs,  &c.,  of  the  par- 
ties, and  bad  admitted  and  considered 
the  evidence  tendered  to  shew  the 
several  times  when  the  defendant 
was  admitted  in  the  superior  Courts, 
awarded  that  the  balance  due  from 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  was  1 70/. 
and  a  fraction,  and  directed  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  that  sum  to  the  plain- 
tiff. On  motion  to  set  aside  the 
award,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbi- 
trator had  exceeded  his  authority  in 
making  any  deductions  in  respect  of 
the  defendant's  non-admission  in  the 
superior  Courts,  there  were  conflict- 
ing affidavits  as  to  whether  the  lia- 
bility in  this  respect  was  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  the  submission.  The  Court,  how- 
ever, set  aside  the  award;  and  on  a 
subsequent  motion,  stayed  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause,  on  the  ground 
that  the  withdrawal  of  a  juror,  under 
the  circumstances,  finally  determined 
the  action.   Harries  v.  Thomas,     82 

II.  EnlargemmU  of  Time, 
Where  a  cause  was  referred  to  two 
arbitrators,  with  power  to  them  to  ap- 
point a  third,  the  award  to  be  made 
by  a  day  named,  or  such  other  day 
as  they  or  any  two  of  them  should 
appoint,  and  the  two  originally  named 
enlarged  the  time  for  making  the 
award  before  they  appointed  the 
third: — Held,  that  this  was  an  invalid 
enlargement,  and  that  the  award  made 
by  the  three  could  not  be  enforogd 
by  attachment.  Reade  v.  Dutton  and 
others,  69 

III.  Award, 
(1).  Construction  of. 
To  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a 
builder's  bill,  the  particulars  of  de- 
mand being  104/.  I2s,,  the  defendant 
pleaded  payment  of  SOL  before  action 
brought,  and  payment  into  Court  of 
45 L  more.  The  cause  was  referred  at 

VOL.    II. 


Nisi  Prius  to  a  surveyor,  who  was  to 
measure  and  value  the  plaintiff's 
work,  and  to  certify  for  whom  and 
for  what  amount  the  verdict  should 
be  entered ;  no  order  of  Nisi  Prius 
being  drawn  up.  He  certified  that 
he  was  of  opinion  that  74/.  7s,  was  9 
fair  and  proper  sum  to  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff: — Htldt  that  this  amounted 
to  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  Court  refused  to  set  aside  the 
certificate,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
made  some  months  after  the  jury  pro- 
cess was  returnable,  the  plaintiff  not 
having  withdrawn  from  the  reference 
on  that  ground.     Salter  v.  Yates,  67 

(2).  Certainty  of 

Where  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  subject  to  a  reference  of  the 
cause  and  all  matters  in  difference,  the 
arbitrator  having  power  to  vacate  the 
verdict  or  reduce  the  damages,  and 
he  awarded  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  demand  of  the  defendant  90/. 
in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  set 
off  S5l,  in  respect  of  his  journeys, 
&c.  mentioned  in  the  plea  and  notice 
of  set-off,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  deliver  up  certain  securities  to 
the  plaintiff: — Held,  that  the  award 
sufficiently  ascertained  the  amount 
for  which  the  verdict  was  to  be  en- 
tered. 

A  rule  for  delivering  the  postea  to 
the  plaintiff,  that  he  might  enter  the 
verdict  pursuant  to  the  award  of  an 
arbitrator,  may  be  drawn  up  on  read- 
ing the  affidavit  **and  the  paper  writ' 
ing  thereunto  annexed,"  provided  the 
affidavit  verify  the  paper  writing  as 
being  the  copy  of  the  award.  Ptatt 
v.  Hall,  991 

ATTACHMENT. 

See  Witness,  1. 

I.  When  granted. 

An  attachment  may  be  said  to  be 

granted,  when  the  rule  for  the  attach- 
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ment  is  obtained,  and  after  that  the 
proceedings  are  on  the  crown  side  of 
the  Court,  and  affidavits  in  the  matter 
are    properly  intitled   Rex    v.    The 

Sheriff  of  .       Rex  v.    The 

Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  in  a  Cause  of 
Barton  v.  Morgan,  107 

II.  When  to  stand  as  Securily, 
Whenever  it  appears,  on  the  dis- 
cussion of  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
regular  bail-bond  or  attachment,  that 
the  plaintiff  has  been  prevented  from 
trying  his  cause  by  the  irregularity  of 
the  defendant's  proceedings,  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  bail-bond  or  attach- 
ment stand  as  a  security,  although  it 
appear  that  the  rule  to  set  it  aside 
might  have  been  disposed  of  in  time 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  enter  and  try 
his  cause  at  the  regular  time.  Cas- 
ley  V.  Binns,  285 

III.  Contempt,  when  waived. 
The  warden  of  Dover  Castle  hav- 
ing returned  cepi  corpus  to  a  writ  of 
capias,  a  rule  to  bring  in  the  body  was 
served,  which  expired  on  the  26th  of 
November.  A  notice  of  justification 
of  bail  was  given  on  the  Gth  of  De- 
cember, which  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
returned,  saying  that  the  body  rule 
bad  expired,  and  the  warden  was  in 
contempt.  Two  subsequent  notices 
were  given,  and  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney attended  on  each  occasion,  and 
after  protesting  that  the  proceedings 
were  irregular,  opposed  the  justifica* 
tion  of  bail : — Held,  that  this  was  no 
waiver  of  the  warden's  contempt,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  afterwards  in  a 
condition  to  move  for  an  attachment. 
Smith  V.  Andrews,  536 

ATTORNEY. 

See  Evidence,  2. 

Interpleader  Act. 

I.  Privileges  of 
The  privilege  of  an  attorney  de- 


fendant to  be  sued  in  his  own  Comt 
is  not  taken  away  by  the  UDiformity 
of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  39, 
Lervis  v.  Kerr^  226 

II.  Bin. 

1 .  Where  a  Judge's  order  had  been 
obtained  on  the  application  of  one  of 
two  plaintiffs  to  have  the  bill  of  the 
plaintiffs'  attorney  taxed  on  his  under- 
taking alone,  the  Court  set  aside  the 
order,  it  having  been  obtained  on  the 
ordinary  affidavits. 

Queere,  whether  such  an  order 
might  have  been  supported,  had  it 
been  obtained  on  a  special  application, 
so  as  to  give  the  parties  an  opportu- 
nity of  answering  the  facts  alleged. 
Hobby  and  Another  y.  Pritchard,  124 

2.  An  attorney  will  not  be  allowed, 
on  taxation  of  costs,  a  charge  for 
more  than  one  letter  before  action 
brought,  under  any  circuntstances. 
Capel  V.  StaineSf  850 

III.  Practising  in  another^ s  Nmme, 

It  is  no  ground  for  disallowing  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  the  costs  of  a 
cause,  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  re- 
covered a  verdict,  that  he  is  not  on 
the  roll  of  attornies  of  this  court,  if  it 
appears  that  the  London  agent's  name 
is  indorsed  on  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings, and  he  has  conducted  all 
the  business  in  court,  and  corre- 
sponded with  the  country  attorney  on 
the  subject  of  the  suit.  Jones  v. 
Jones,  323 

AUCTIONEER. 

All  matters  in  difference  between 
G.  and  H.  were  referred,  by  a  Judge's 
order,  to  arbitration,  and  an  agree- 
ment of  reference  was  entered  into 
between  them,  in  which  H.  was  de- 
scribed as  the  administrator  of  A.,  to 
whom  certain  leasehold  premises,  the 
right  to  which  was  in  dispute,  had 
belonged.     The  arbitrator  dhrcted 
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the  premises  to  be  sold  by  an  auc- 
tioneer, whose  appointment  was  as- 
sented to  by  both  parties.  G.'s  attor- 
ney, who,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  was 
aware  that  H.  had  not  taken  out  ad- 
ministration, became  the  purchaser, 
and  paid  a  deposit  to  the  auctioneer, 
it  being  understood  at  the  time  of 
aale,  that  H.  would  take  out  adminis- 
tration. H.,  however,  afterwards  re- 
fused to  do  so,  and  a  good  title  was 
not  made  out: — HeU  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  recover  his 
deposit  from  the  auctioneer,  without 
notice  of  the  contract  having  been 
rescinded.     Duncan  v.  CafCf       ^44 

BAIL. 
See  Attachment,  2,  3. 

I.  Affidavit  of  Justification, 

All  affidavits  of  justification  of  bail 
must  comply  with  the  form  prescribed 
in  the  rule  of  Hilary  Term,  %  Will.  4, 
8.  19;  but  if  the  bail  justify  in  per- 
son, a  variance  from  the  form  is  no 
objection  to  their  passing,  but  only 
disentitles  the  defendant  to  the  costs 
of  justification.     Stevens  v.  Miller, 

II.  Notice  of  Justijication, 

(1).  5y  Prisoner, 

Where  the  defendant  is  a  prisoner, 
and  two  days'  notice  of  bail  is  given, 
the  notice  must  state  that  the  defend- 
ant is  a  prisoner.     Poole's  Bail^  Si2 

(2).  0/  added  Bail. 
The  rule  of  Trinity  Term,  1  Will. 
4,  s.  1,  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of 
added  bail,  so  as  to  require,  in  such 
case,  four  days'  notice  of  justification. 
Key  V.  M'Intyre,  547 

(3).  Form  of, 
A    notice  of   justifying    bail    at 


chambers  must    state    the   hour  of 
attendance. 

But  though  the  notice  be  irregular, 
in  not  stating  the  hour,  yet  the  plaintiff 
is  not  at  liberty  to  treat  it  as  a  nullity, 
and  commence  proceedings  on  the 
bail-bond  before  the  four  days  have 
expired,  as  the  defendant  may  be 
rendered  within  that  time.  Smith  v. 
Webb,  879 

III.  Jusiijication, 

1 .  Bail  (at  least  town  bail)  may  jus- 
tify in  person,  where  there  has  been  an 
insufficient  affidavit  of  justification. 
Shave  V.  Spode,  42 

2.  Notice  of  justification  of  bail  hav- 
ing been  given,  the  plaintiff  delivered  a 
declaration  de  bene  esse,  to  which  the 
defendant  demurred.  The  plaintiff, 
after  ineffectual  attempt  to  have  the 
demurrer  set  aside  as  frivolous,  ob- 
tained an  order  to  join  in  demurrer : 
— Held,  that,  after  this,  the  bail  could 
not  be  opposed,  nor  could  they  justify. 
Bolton  V.  Johnson,  42 

IV.  Proceedings  on  Bail-bond, 

Where  a  defendant,  having  had  no- 
tice on  the  16th  of  May  of  actions 
having  been  commenced  on  the  bail- 
bond,  applied  on  the  26th  of  May 
(being  the  fourth  day  of  term)  to  set 
aside  the  proceedings: — Held,  that 
the  application  was  not  too  late. 
SmUh  V.  Webb,  879 

BANKRUPTCY. 

I.  Payment  by  Bankrupt,  when  pro* 
tected, 

A  delivery  of  goods,  bon&  fide 
made  in  part  payment  of  a  previous 
debt,  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy 
committed  by  the  debtor,  is  a  pay" 
ment  protected  by  the  82nd  section  of 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16.      Camusn  v.  Wood, 

465 
o  00  2 


no        BANKRUPTCY. 


BASTARD. 


II.  Frauduleni  Preference, 
A  banking  firm  was  in  insolvent 
drcumstances,  and  about  to  stop  pay- 
ment. A.,  a  partner  in  the  firna,  in« 
formed  B.  of  the  fact,  in  order  that 
the  private  balance  of  C,  B.'s  father, 
might  be  drawn  out  of  the  bank ;  hut 
desired  him  not  to  let  it  be  known  to 
D.,  a  shareholder  in  an  insurance 
company  which  also  had  an  account 
with  the  bank,  as  he,  A.,  did  not  wish 
the  directors  to  know  of  it.  C.'s  pri- 
vate balance  was  in  consequence 
drawn  out  the  next  day.  On  the 
evening  of  that  day  A.  informed  C.  of 
the  state  of  the  house.  C,  being  a 
managing  director  of  the  insurance 
company,  took  measures  by  which 
the  company's  account  was  drawn 
out  by  a  cheque  upon  the  bank.  Two 
days  afterwards  the  house  stopped: 
-^HeU  that  this  was  not  a  fraudu- 
lent preference  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany.    Belcher  v,  Janes,  258 

III.  PeiUioning  Creditor's  Debt. 

An  I.  O.  U.,  bearing  date  before 
the  bankruptcy  of  a  trader,  consti* 
tutes  no  evidence  of  a  petitioning 
creditor's  debt,  without  some  proof 
that  it  was  in  existence  before  the 
bankruptcy.    Wright  v.  Lainson,  789 

(V.  Petitioning  Creditor,  Competency 
of- 
Sembk,  that  where,  in  an  action 
against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return  to 
a  Ji»  fa,,  he  sets  up  as  a  defence  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  debtor,  the  peti- 
tioning creditor  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  defendant.  lind. 

V.  Election  to  prove  Debt. 

A  plaintiff,  to  bring  himself  within 
the  59  th  section  of  the  0  Geo.  4,  c. 
IG,  must  either  prove  his  debt,  or 
have  his  claim  entered  on  the  proceed" 
ings  under  the  commission.  Augarde 
V.  Thompson,  617 


VI.  Examinathn  ofBemkiupt. 

Where  a  bankrupt,  being  ill  the 
custody  of  the  marshal  in  execution 
for  debt,  on  his  being  brought  up  be- 
fore the  Subdivision  Court  of  the  com- 
missioners for  examination,  was  by 
that  court  committed,  for  not  answer- 
ing satisfactorily,  to  the  custody  of 
the  keeper  of  Newgate,  and  the 
keeper  of  Newgate  delivered  hfm  to 
the  messenger,  who  redelivered  him 
to  the  custody  of  the  marshal*  the 
court  refused  to  grant  a  writ  oT 
habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  the  Bank* 
rupt  on  the  ground  that  he  had  aadt^ 
factorily  answered  the  questions.  Ex 
parte  Knight,  106 

VII.  Official  Assignee, 

The  official  assignee  in  bankmplejr 
is  not  witlun  tbe  proteetion  of  tbe 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  a.  44,  and  as  n9C 
therefore  entitled  to  notice  of  Action 
by  the  alleged  bankrupt  foradsii^ 
his  goods  under  the  fiat.  Kmi^  f» 
Turquand,  IH 

BASTARD. 

Where  a  party  paid  money  to  parish 
officers,  to  exonerate  him  from  all 
charges  and  expenses  that  might 
occur  from  a  bastard  child,  affiliated 
on  him,  and  the  child  died  during  the 
same  year,  whilst  they  continued  in 
office:  —  Held,  that  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  was  main* 
tainable  against  those  pariah  officers, 
to  recover  the  money  not  expended 
in  maintaining  the  child,  although 
they  had  since  quitted  office,  and 
handed  over  the  money  to  their 
cessors. 

JSemble,  also,  that  the  mkole 
so  paid  was  money  had  and  received 
to  the  plaintifiTs  use,  from  the  time 
it  was  so  paid,  as  the  contmet  was, 
from  the  beginning,  illegal  and  vokU 
Chappell  V.  Poles,  M7 
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BILLS  AND  NOTES. 
See  Limitations,  Statute  of,  I. 
Plsadinos,  1.  4|  6;  III.  9.^ 
Stahp,  I. 

1.  Property  in. 

If  a  party  authorised  be  the  bolder 
of  a  bill  of  excHange  to  get  it  dis- 
CQunted,  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  in 
a.  particular  way,  does  get  it  dis- 
counted, but  misapplies  any  part  of 
the  proceeds,  be  cannot  be  sued  in 
irover  for  the  bill,  but  must  be  sued 
for  money  had  and  received.  Pul- 
mer  v.  Jarmain^  282 

II.  Notice  of  Dishonour. 

I.  A  bill  of  exchange,  indorsed  in 
blank,  was  led  by  the  indorsee  at  the 
o£fice  of  R.,  an  attorney,  to  be  pre- 
senttrd  by  him.  On  being  presented 
by  R.,  it  was  dishonoured.  R.  wrote 
hy  the  drawer  on  the  following  day, 
<)eflcribing  the  bill,  and  stating  that  it 
was  dishonoured,  and  subscribed  his 
ftiinfi0  and  residence  to  the  letter : — 
tteid,  a  sufficient  notice  of  dts- 
honour,  though  he  did  not  state  on 
whose  behalf  he  appliedi  or  where  the 
bill  was  lying.   Woodthorpe  v.  Lawes^ 

109 
'  2.  A  person,  sent  by  the  holder  of 
a  dishonoured  bill  of  exchange,  called 
kt  the  drawer's  house  the  day  after  it 
became  due,  and  there  saw  his  wife, 
and  told  her  that  he  had  brought  back 
the  bill  that  had  been  dishonoured. 
She  said  she  knew  nothing  about  it, 
but  would  tell  her  husband  of  it  when 
he  came  home.  The  party  then  went 
away,  not  leaving  any  written  notice : 
-^Held,  sufficient  notice  of  dishonour. 
Hofuegov.  Cowne,  848 

8.  A  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a 
promissory  note  was  in  these  words : 
~"  Sir,  I  am  desired  by  Mr.  H.  to 
give  you  notice  that  a  promissory 
note,  dated  August  the  10th,  ISS5, 
made  by  S.  T.  for  99/.  IBs.,  payable 
to  your  order  two  months  after  date 
thereof,  became  due  yesterday,  and 


has  been  returned  unpaid.  I  have  to 
request  you  will  please  to  remit  the 
amount  thereof,  with  1$.  6d.  noting, 
free  of  postage,  by  return  of  post :-« 
Heldf  a  sufficient  notice  of  dishonour. 
Hedger  v.  Steavenson,  799 

III,  Actions  on. 
(1).  Pleadings. 

1 .  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  the  de- 
fendant having  obtained  an  inspec** 
tion  of  the  bill,  pleaded  pleas,  deny* 
ing  acceptance,  the  drawing,  and  the 
indorsement,  and  also  a  plea  founded 
on  the  d  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  97,  s.  17, 
that  the  bill  was  written  on  paper  im- 
properly stamped  with  an  old  die. 
The  court  struck  out  the  last  plea. 
Dawson  v.  Macdanald,  26 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  banker's 
cheque,  the  court  refused  leave  to 
add  a  plea  (the  time  for  pleading 
having  expired)  that  it  was  drawn  by 
the  defendant  more  than  fifteen  miles 
from  the  place  where  it  was  made 
payable,  and  falsely  dated,  in  contra- 
vention of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  49,  s.  15. 
M*DonfaU  v.  Lyster,  52 

S.  To  an  action  against  the  defen- 
dant as  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange^ 
he  pleaded  that  *'  he  did  not  make  or 
draw  the  bill  of  exchange  as  in  the 
declaration  alleged  :*' — Held,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  treat  this 
plea  as  a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment 
as  for  want  of  a  plea.  Allen  v.  Walker^ 

817 

4.  Semble,  that  in  a  count  on  a  bill 
or  note  no  promise  to  pay  need 
now  be  alleged.  At  all  events,  the 
omission  cannot  be  taken  advantage 
of  except  on  special  demurrer.  Grif* 
fith  V.  Roxbrough,  734 

'  6.  If  an  executor  declares  on  a  bill 
or  note  payable  to  his  testator,  laying 
a  promise  to  pay  him  (the  executor), 
such  promise  may  be  denied  by  a  plea 
of  non-assumpsit,  notwithstanding  the 
new  rules.    Timmis  v.  Piatt,         720 


Mft     BILLS  AND  NOTES. 


CANAL  ACT. 


(i).  Against  whom  mawiainahU. 

Three  persons  carried  on  business 
u  partners,  under  the  firm  of  J.  B.  & 
Son :  two  of  the  partners  died,  and 
the  surviving  partner  employed  the 
defendant,  who  had  previously  acted 
as  a  clerk  to  the  firm,  to  wind  up  the 
affairs.  In  this  character  the  defen- 
dant attended  the  warehouse,  and 
transacted  business  with  different  par- 
ties on  account  of  the  firm.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  defendant, 
using  and  signing  the  name  of  the 
firm,  drew  upon  J.  H.,  a  debtor  to 
the  firm,  a  bill  of  exchange,  which 
J.  H.  accepted : — Held^  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  liable  as  the  drawer 
in  an  action  upon  the  bill,  his  name 
not  being  affixed  to  it,  without  some 
proof  that  he  bad  no  authority  to 
draw  bills  in  the  name  of  the  firm,  or 
that  he  had  not  acted  bon&  fide. 

QtMPre,  whether,  if  it  had  been 
proved  that  he  had  no  such  authority, 
be  would  have  been  liable  in  an  action 
vpon  the  bilL     Wilson  v.  Barthrop, 

863 
(3.)  Proof  of  Consideration, 

Assumpsit  by  indorsee  againat 
maker  of  a  note.  Plea,  that  the  note 
was  given  for  a  gaming  debt,  and  in- 
dorsed  to  the  plaintiff  with  notice 
thereof  and  without  consideration. 
Replication,  that  the  note  was  in- 
dorsed to  the  plaintiff  without  notice 
of  the  illegality,  and  for  a  good  and 
sufficient  consideration;  on  which 
issue  was  joined  : — Held,  that,  on 
these  pleadings,  the  illegal  making  of 
the  note  was  not  so  admitted  as  to 
render  it  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to 
give  any  evidence  of  consideration ; 
but  that,  in  order  to  compel  him  to  do 
so,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  proved 
the  illegality  by  evidence.  Edmunds 
V.  Oroves,  642 

IV.  Discharge  of, 
(1).  By  substituted  Bill, 
To  a  declaration  by  the  indorsee 


against  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note  for  420/.,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that,  af^er  it  became  due,  he  gave  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  received  from 
him,  two  bills  of  exchange  for  2101. 
each,  to  take  up  the  note,  and  m  iieu 
thereof:  that  the  defendant  was  a 
party  to  the  bills,  and  liable  thereon 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  they  were 
not  due,  and  were  outstanding  in  the 
plaintifTs  hands.  The  defendiuit  gave 
in  evidence  a  memorandum,  signed 
by  the  plaintiff,  stating  that  the  defen- 
dant had  given  him  two  bills  for  210/. 
each,  to  take  up  the  note  for  420/.; 
and  it  appeared  that  one  of  the  bills 
was  overdue  and  unpaid  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action : — Heldt  that 
it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  bills  were  given  in  liea  of  and 
satisfaction  for  the  notei  or  onlj  to 
gain  time  for  payment;  if  the  former, 
it  was  a  defence  to  the  action,  although 
the  defendant  did  not  prove  the  latter 
allegation  of  the  plea ;  if  the  latter,  it 
was  no  defencei  unless  he  proved  that 
both  the  bills  were  outstanding  at  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  Goid^ 
smith  V.  Goodee,  20 

BRIBERY. 
See  MumciPAL  Cobporation  Acr,  1. 


BROKER. 
See  Principal  and  A0BMT9  2. 


CANAL  ACT. 

By  the  act  of  Parliament,  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  98,  the  underuktrs  of  the  Aire 
and  Calder  Navigation  were  em- 
powered to  make  (among  other  works) 
a  navigable  cut  or  oinal  from  the 
river  Calder,  to  commonicate  with  tbe 
river  at  another  point,  and  also  to  oon- 
struct  a  railroad  from  such  cut  to  the 
highway  between  Leeds  and  Wake- 
field ;  and,  for  such  purposes,  to  cnler 


CANAL  ACT. 


CONTRACT. 
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upon  any  lands,  &c.,  making  satisfac- 
tion as  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and 
it  was  provided,  that  in  case  of  any 
disputes  or  differences  between  the 
undertakers  and  the  parties  interested 
in  the  lands,  &c.  taken,  used,  damaged, 
or  affected  by  the  execution  of  any 
of  the  powers  of  the  act,  a  jury  should 
be  summoned  in  manner  therein  di- 
rected, who  should  assess  and  ascer- 
tain the  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  be 
|xud  for  the  purchase  of  such  lands, 
&c.,  and  also  what  other  separate  and 
distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money  should 
be  paid  by  way  of  recompence,  either 
for  the  damages  which  should  or  might 
beA>re  that  time  have  been  sustained 
as  aforesaid,  or  for  the  future  tempO' 
rary  or  perpetual  continuance  of  any 
recurring  damages  which  should  have 
been  occasioned  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
cause  or  occasion  of  which  should 
have  been  only  in  part  obviated  or 
repaired  by  the  undertakers,  and 
which  could  or  would  be  no  further 
obviated,  repaired,  or  remedied  by 
them.  Other  clauses  provided  that 
the  company  should  agree  for,  or 
cause  to  be  valued  and  paid  for,  the 
lands,  &c.  which  they  were  empowered 
to  purchase,  within  five  years  after  the 
passing  of  the  act;  that  they  should 
not  deviate  above  100  yards  from  the 
parliamentary  line,  and  that  they 
should  complete  all  their  works  with- 
in fifteen  years. 

A  dispute  having  arisen  as  to  the 
value  of  a  piece  of  land  in  which  the 
contemplated  railroad  crossed  the  line 
of  an  existing  railroad,  a  jury  was 
summoned  pursuant  to  the  act,  who 
assessed  the  value  and  damages  as 
follows :  Value  of  the  land,  6/. ;  pre- 
sent damages,  0;  future  damages, 
2800/.  At  this  time  the  undertakers 
bad  contracted  or  paid  for  all  the 
lands  required  for  their  works,  but 
bad  not  executed  the  works  between 
the  termini  laid  down  in  the  parlia^ 
mentary  map,  and  had  deviated  above 


lt)0  yards  from  the  parliamentary 
line,  and  made  a  cut  through  land  oif 
their  own : 

Held^  first,  that  that  part  of  the 
verdict  which  assessed  the  future 
damages  was  void ;  for  that,  in  order 
to  enable  the  jury,  under  the  act  of 
Parliament,  to  make  an  assessment  of 
future  damages,  the  cause  of  injury 
must  already  exist  in  some  work  of 
the  undertakers  already  done. 

Secondly,  that  unless  the  under- 
takers hsid  fnally  abandoned  the  in^ 
tcntion  of  making  the  cut  in  the  par- 
liamentary line,  they  had  a  right,  at 
any  time  within  the  fifteen  years,  to 
take  possession  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion, on  payment  or  tender  of  the  6L 
assessed  as  its  value,  and  that  they 
had  a  right  to  go  on  simultaneously 
with  the  making  both  of  the  cut  and 
of  the  railroad.   Lee  v.  Milner^     824 

CARRIER. 
See  Pleading,  III,  3. 

CONTRACT. 

I.  Construction  of. 

1.  In  an  agreement  whereby  the 
defendant  contracted  with  the  guar- 
dians of  a  union  to  supply  bread  for 
the  use  of  the  poor,  he  covenanted  to 
supply  at  a  certain  price  loaves  of  a 
certain  weight,  and  the  guardians 
agreed  to  pay  for  every  quantity  of 
the  loaves  supplied  according  to  the 
contract,  of  which  a  bill  of  particulars 
should  be  sent  with  the  articles  at  the 
time  of  this  delivery,  or  within  a 
month  afterwards:  provided,  that  if 
the  articles  should  not  be  of  the 
quality  contracted  for,  or  should  be 
deficient  in  weight,  or  should  be  de- 
livered without  a  bill  of  particulars, 
the  guardians  should  be  at  liberty 
to  return  them,  and  purchase  others, 
charging  the  defendant  with  the  ex- 
pense and  difference  of  price.      In 
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debt  on  bond  ghf«n  for  the  due  per- 
.  fdrmance  of  this  contract,  thebreaches 
assigned  were,  first,  that  the  defendant 
delivered  loaves  deficient  in  weight,  as 
and  for  loavea  of  a  particular  weight ; 
the  issue  on  which  was,  that  tlie  de- 
fendant delivered  them  as  being  of  the 
weight  stated  ; — secondly,  that  he  did 
not  deliver  a  bill  of  particulars  with 
such  loaves,  whereupon  the  board  of 
guardians  returned  them,  and  pur- 
chased a  fresh  supply  in  their  place, 
and  thereby  incurred  expenses,  which 
the  defendant  did  not  make  good. 
To  this  breach  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that  the  delivery  of  a  bill  with  the 
loaves  had  been  dispensed  with  by  the 
agent  of  the  board  duly  authorized, 
on  which  allegation  issue  was  taken. 
It  appeared  that  the  defendant  brought 
a  quantity  of  loaves  to  the  door  of 
the  workhouse  in  a  cart,  and  the  re- 
lieving officer  desired  to  weigh  such 
of  them  as  the  defendant  would  bring 
out  for  that  purpose.  Some  of  the 
loaves  were  accordingly  taken  into 
the  premises  and  weighed,  and  being 
found  deficient  in  weight,  the  guardians 
refused  to  receive  any  of  the  loaves, 
and  they  were  replaced  in  the  cart, 
and  all  taken  back  by  the  defendant : 
-— /fe/ef,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  de- 
livery to  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  first 
issue. 

HeU,  secondly,  that  the  latter 
breach  was  well  assigned,  and  the 
Issue  thereon  (being  found  for  the 
plaintiflfs)  material;  the  guardians 
having  by  the  contract  the  option  of 
returning  the  bread,  unless  a  bill  of 
particulars  were  sent  lifith  it,  or  of 
dispenaing  with  that,  and  of  suing  the 
defendant  unless  he  sent  a  bill  within 
a  month,     Elliott  v.  Martin^  IS 

12.  Assumpsit  for  work  done 
under  the  following  agreement : — 
'*  Mrs.  E.  agrees  with  Mr.  B.  to 
cleanse  tlie  ceaapools  to  the  13  houaes 
ia  S.  street  for  8/.  2a. ;  Mr.  H .'stents 


balance  (q  &f  tedmtipom  Ike  said 
sum.*'  H.  was  a  weekly  tenant  to 
the  defendant  of  one  of  the  hooses. 
The  agreement  was  aigned  in  the 
middle  of  one  of  the  itreeks  of  his 
tenancy.  At  that  time  2L  was  doe 
from  him  for  rfent;  but  wbeo  die 
work  was  completed,  anotbi^  week's 
rent  had  become'  due.  The  Jndge, 
at  the  trial,  having  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the  rent*hslance  meant 
the  amount  due  when  the  ^oqaient 
was  signed,  and  the  verdiGt^  havivg 
been  found  accordingly,  the  Onurt  re- 
fused a  new  trial.  Edwards  v.  Bag* 
ster,  £ei 

3.  In  an  action  on  an  agreement 
for  the  sale  of  goods^  at.a  valuation  to 
be  made  by  A.,  the  issue  was^ whether 
a  valuation  was  made  by  A.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  goods  were  in  fact 
valued  by  B.,  A.'s  clerk : — ^eb^that 
the  defendant  was  not  bound  by  it, 
unless  it  were  shewn  that  it  waa  agreed 
between  the  parties  that  B/s  valuation 
should  be  taken  as  A.'s.;  and  that  the 
fact  of  the  defendant's  seeing  B.  vain- 
ing,  and  making  no  objection  until3. 
told  him  the  amount,  waa  not  evi- 
dence of  such  agreement*  Ess  v. 
Truscott^  ,385 

II.  Running  with  the  LamJl^  wktA  It* 

A  landlord  who  had  demiaed  cer- 
tain premises  for  ^1  years  by  deed, 
at  the  rent  of  f^^l^-si^rteik  te  ctfarge 
the  buildinga,  the  leaaoea  agreeing  to 
pay  10  per  cenL  additioul  qb  ^ 
outlay.  The  buildinga  were  aeeoBd* 
ingly  made,  and  the  leaseito  tnbae- 
quently  became  banknipl,  and  their 
assignees  took  poaseasion  ef  ihe  |Me- 
mises : — HtH  in  an  action  for  i 
oecupation  brought  againaft  the  i 
neea,  that  thia  was  e  coUiteial-i  _ 
ment,  and  notaconlreetninnia^witb 
the  land,  upon  which  .ihs  maa^anes 
were  liable.  Lamhett  v.  Narns,  U^ 
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CONVICTION. 
See  Gamb  Act. 

COSTS. 

See  Court  of  Requests'  Acts. 
Pleading,  VIII. 
Statute,  1. 

I.  Of  geveral  Issuei* 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour, 
&c.  Pleas,  first,  except  as  to  15/. 
l&s.  7d.f  non  assumpsit ;  second,  as 
to  5£/.  12«.,  parcel,  &c.,  payment; 
third,  as  to  52l,  12«.,  other  parcel, 
&c.,  that  the  work  was  done  on  a 
special  contract,  subjecting  the  plain- 
tifP  to  a  deduction  for  certain  damage, 
and  that  such  damage  amounted  to 
that  sum ;  fourthly,  as  to  20/.,  other 
parcel,  &c.^  a  set-ofT;  and  fifth,  pay- 
ment into  Court  of  15/.  15s.  7d, 
Issues  being  joined  on  the  four  first 
pleas,  the  verdict  was  found  for  the 

-  plaintidT  on  the  general  issue  for  73/. 
J8f.  10</.;  on  the  second  issue,  for 
the  defendant;  on  the  third,  for  the 
defendant  as  to  20/.;    and   on   the 

.  fourth,  for  the  defendant  as  to  51,  6«. 
— Held^  that  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  the  general  costs  of  the  cause. 
Ptf4t9rt  v»  FhiUipe,  40 

IL  On  nolle  prosequi. 

To  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  for 

-  money  bad  and  received,  the  defen- 
dant pleaded,  aa  to  all  except  SL  5s, ^ 
JIOD  asBompsit;  as  to  all  except  Si,  5s,^ 
B  set-off;  and  as  to  Si,  5s,^  payment 
of  that  sum  into  Court.  The  plain- 
tiff, by  bis  replication,  admitted  the 

^  aet«off,  and  replied  that  lie  would  not 
iiirtber  proaccute  bis  suit,  except  as 
to  the  SL  5«.,  and  took  that  sum  out 
of  Court! — Held^  that  the  defendant 
ufaa  endtied  to  bis  costs  on  the  two 
first  iasiies.      Qoode^  v.  Goldsmith^ 

202 


III.  Treble  Costs. 
A  parish  oflScer  sued  in  trespass 
for  distraining  for  pDor  rates,  is  not 
entitled,  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6,  s.  1 9, 
or  Id  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  20,  to 
treble  costs,  when  the  plaintiff  is  non« 
suited.  Charrington  v.  Meatliering" 
ham,  142 

IV.   Under  43  Geo,  3,  c,  46. 

Quceret  whether  a  defendant,  who 
has  been  arrested  and  imprisoned 
on  mesne  process,  and  is  discharged 
in  consequence  of  a  defect  in  the  Affi- 
davit to  hold  to  bailv  can  be  said  to 
be  **  arrested  and  held  to  special  bail/' 
within  the  meanmg  of  the  43  Geo.  ^9 
Q,  46,  s.  3. 

In  an  action  by  the  indorsee  agairtst 
the  acceptor  of  a  promissory  note  for 
100/.,  he  pleaded  that,  by  agreement 
between  him  and  the  drawer,  the  note 
was  not  to  be  enforced  except  on  cer- 
tain terms,  which  the  drawer  had  not 
complied  with ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had  received  the  note  without  consi- 
deration. The  plaintiff  entered  a 
nolle  prosequi  as  to  all  the  amount 
except  49/.,  for  which  he  had  given 
value  to  the  drawer,  and  had  a  ver- 
dict for  that  sum.  It  did  not  ^pear 
that  the  plaintiff  was  cognizant  of  the 
agreement  between  the  defendant  and 
the  drawer: — Held,  tliat  the  defen- 
dant, who  had  been  arrested  for  the 
whole  amount  of  the  note,  was  not 
entitled  to  costs  under  the  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46,  s.  3.    Edwards  v.  Jones,    414 

V.  CeriificaU  under  43  EUz,  c,  6. 

To  a  declaration  for  a  libel,  the 
defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue* 
and  two  special  pleas.  At  the  trial 
the  jury  found  all  the  issues  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  \s,  damages,  and  the 
judge  certified  under  the  43  Eliz.  c.  6, 
s.  2 : — Heidi  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  issnes 
found  for  him,  notwithstanding  the 
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COVENANT,  &c. 


rule  of  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  s.  7.     Simpson 
V.  Hurdis9^  84 

VI.  Demand  of. 

The  demand  of  costs  on  the  Mas- 
ter's allocatur  by  the  attorney  in  the 
cause,  they  being  costs  in  the  cause, 
\m  sufficient  whereon  to  ground  an 
attachment.     Cox  v.  Salmon,       127 

VII.   Taxation. 

1.  When  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  costs 
and  affidavit  of  increase  has  not  been 
delivered  with  the  notice  of  taxation, 
as  required  by  rule  10  of  M.  T. 
I  Will.  4,  the  taxation  is  irregular, 
unless  the  other  party  waives  the  ob- 
jection by  attendance  or  otherwise; 
and  the  Court  will  set  it  aside.  Wil- 
kins  v.  Per  kins  f  315 

2.  Where  a  plaintiff  discontinues, 
not  having  given  notice  of  trial,  the 
defendant  is  not,  under  any  circum- 
stances, entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
drafts  or  copies  of  the  briefs.  Doe  v. 
Neaie,  73ft 

S.  A  notice  of  taxation  of  costs  is 
unnecessary  where  the  defendant  has 
not  appeared.     Pope  v,  Mann,     881 

COURT  OF  REQUESTS'  ACTS. 
See  Mio0LS8EX  Court  of  Requests. 

Where  final  judgment  is  signed  in 
vacation,  the  defendant  may  apply  to 
the  Court  in  the  following  term  for  a 
suggestion,  under  a  Court  of  Requests 
Act,  to  entitle  him  to  costs,  on  con- 
dition of  paying  the  plaintifTs  costs 
accrued  since  the  judgment  was 
signed.     Heale  ▼.  Erie,  388 

COVENANT. 

On  Lease  not  exectUed  by  Covenantee. 

A  declaration  in  covenant  stated  that 

one  J.  H.  was  seised  in  fee,  and  being 

so  seised,  by  a  certain  indenture,  with 


the  consent  and  approval  of  the  aaid 
J.  H.  then  given,  made  between  the 
said  J.  H.  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
defendant  of  the  other  part,  (prolert, 
sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  defendant,) 
it  was  witnessed,  that,  for  the  consi- 
derations therein  mentioned,  he,  the 
said  J.  H.,  did  demise  to  the  defen- 
dant, his  executors  and  administra- 
tors, certain  premises  therein  men* 
tioned ;  to  hold  to  him,  his  executcvrs, 
&c.,  for  the  term  of  eleven  years.  By 
virtue  of  which  said  indenture,  and 
by  permission  of  the  said  J»  H.,  the 
defendant  afterwards  entered  into  the 
premises,  and  was  possessed  thereof. 
That  J.  H.  afterwards  made  hia  will, 
by  which  he  devised  the  estate  to  his 
widow  £.  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
plaintiff  for  life.  It  then  averred  the 
death  of  J.  H.,  and  afterwards  of  E., 
his  wife,  whereupon  the  said  plaintiff 
became  and  was  seised  of  the  rever- 
sion of  and  in  the  premises  in  his  de- 
mesne as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of 
his  natural  life,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  wiU.  The  defendant  pleaded 
in  effect  that,  although  the  deed  was 
his  deed,  yet  that  it  was  not  signed 
by  J.  H.,  nor  by  any  agent  of  the 
said  J.  H.  thereunto  lawfully  autho- 
rized by  writing,  nor  was  any  lease 
for  the  said  term  of  eleven  years  put 
into  writing  and  signed  by  J.  H.,  or 
any  agent,  &c. : — Heid,  on  demurrer, 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
for  breaches  of  the  covenants  in  the 
indenture.     CardiseUv.  Lucas^    111 

COVENANT  TO  STAND 
SEISED. 

Ejectment. — One  A.  D.  L«,  bciog 
seised  of  a  part  of  certain  lands,  and 
one  A.  L.,  her  daughter,  seised  of 
another  part,  executed  a  deed  of  set* 
tlement  previous  to  the  marriage  of 
A.  L.  the  daughter  with  R.  D., 
dated  the  15th  November,  1822,  by 
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i^ieh,  after  reciting  that  A.  D.  L. 
and  A.  L.  were  respectively  entitled 
to  several  parts  of  the  premises,  and 
that  a  marriage  was  intended  to  be 
had  between  R.  D.  and  A.  L.,  it  was 
witnessed,  that  in  consideration  d  2L 
to  the  said  A.  D.  L.  paid  by  the  said 
R.  D.,  and  for  and  in  consideration 
of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and 
also  in  consideration  of  10«.  to  each 
of  them  the  said  A.  D.  L.  and  A.  L. 
by  L.  L.  and  D.  D.  in  hand  paid, 
they  tl)e  said  A.  D.  L.  and  A.  L., 
and  each  of  thero,  did  grant,  bargain, 
sell,  alien,  enfeoflP,  and  confirm  unto 
the  said  L.  L.  and  D.  D.,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  (the  premises  in  ques- 
tion), to  hold  unto  them  the  said  L.  L. 
and  D.  D.,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, vi2.,  to  the  use  of  the  said 
R.  D.  and  his  assigns  for  life,  with 
divers  remainders  over.  The  inden- 
ture was  duly  executed  by  A.  D.  L., 
A.  L.,  and  R.  D.,  and  the  marriage 
took  effect  soon  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed,  and  R.  D.  had  posses- 
aion  of  the  premises  up  to  the  time 
of  the  trial,  in  July  1836.  The  deed 
had  indorsed  upon  it  a  memorandum 
of  livery  of  seisin,  but  no  names  were 
subscribed  to  it,  nor  was  any  direct 
evidence  given  of  livery  of  seisin  hav- 
ing been  made,  nor  was  it  shewn  that 
L.  L.  and  D.  D.  (the  trustees)  were 
in  any  way  related  to  the  settlors. 
A.  D.  L.  died  in  18S1,  and  A.  L.  in 
1835: 

Neld^  that  this  deed  operated  as  a 
covenant  to  stand  seised,  and  that  a 
good  use  passed  to  R.  D.,  the  hus- 
band. 

SembUf  that  possession  for  a  less 
period  than  20  years  is  not  sufficient 
to  kave  to  the  jury  for  them  to  (m-c- 
aame  that  livery  of  seisin  has  been 
made.     Doe  d.  LenU  v.  Demies^  SOU 

CROWN. 

See  Information  of  Intbusign. 


CUSTOMS'  ACTS. 

Licences  granted  by  the  Commis* 
sioners  of  Customs  to  custom-house 
agents,  under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  107, 
s.  139,  and  bonds  taken  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  their  duties,  are 
continued  in  force  by  the  3  &  4  Will. 
4,  c.  53,  s.  144,  notwithstanding  the 
repeal  of  the  former  act  by  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  50.     Rex  v.  Atkins,    2B0 

DEATH  (PRESUMPTION  OF). 

When  a  party  has  been  absent 
seven  years  without  having  been 
heard  of^  the  presumption  of  law 
then  arises  that  he  is  dead;  but  there 
is  no  legal  presumption  as  to  the 
time  of  his  death.  Nepean  v.  Doe 
d.  Knightf  894 

DEVISE. 
1.  A  testator,  by  will  dated  in 
March  1 807,  devised  to  truateea  (not 
using  words  of  inheritance)  all  his 
lands  in  B.,  on  trust  to  permit  hi« 
wife  to  enjoy  them  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  on  trust  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  to  pay  his  brother 
an  annuity  of  lOL  for  five  years,  if  be 
should  so  long  live.  The  testator 
then  devised  a  house  to  John  Gord, 
the  son  of  George  Gord ;  another  to 
George  Gord,  the  son  of  George 
Gord ;  and  a  third  (after  the  expira- 
tion of  certain  life  estates)  to  George 
Gordt  the  son  of  Gord.  He  be* 
queathed  also  legacies  amounting  ia 
the  whole  to  65/.,  George  Gord  and 
John  Gord,  the  sons  of  George  Gord« 
being  two  of  the  legatees,  thelegaciea 
to  be  paid  by  the  trustees  when  the 
legatees  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years;  and  he  appointed 
his  wife  sole  executrix:— ^e£/,  that 
evidence  of  the  testator's  declarationa 
was  admissible  to  shew  that  be  in- 
tended that  the  house  devised  to 
"  George,  the  son  of  Gord,"  ahouU 
go  to  George,  the  son  of  George 
Gord:— //^U,  also,  that  the  trustees 
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look  a  ohfttCel  interest  in  the  devised 
bodS)  either  until  the  legacies  were 
piadi  or  until  ihe  legatees  had  all  at- 
tained twenty-one. 
.  14  in  ejectRieat  by  a  devisee,  it  is 
Ejected  at  Nisi  Prius  that  the  legal 
ffi!  is  in  trustees  named  in  the  will» 
but  tbe  Court  is  of  opinion  that  they 
I0ok  a  chattel  interest,  the  defendant 
WiU  not  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of 
this  objection,  so  as  to  have  a  new 
trial,  inasmuch  as,  if  the  objection  had 
been  correctly  stated  at  the  trial,  the 

Silaintiflf  might  have  removed   it  by 
hewing  that  the  chattel  interest  was 
^kttffrmined.  Doei\,Gordv.Needs^  129 
8.  i*  S.,  being  seised  in  fee  of  free- 
hold estates,  and  absolutely  entitled 
to '  leasehold  estates  under  a  lease 

Bnted  to  himself,  devised  the  Tree- 
d  to  his  wife,  C.  S.,  in  fee,  and  the 
feesehold  also  to  her,  "  during  the 
MVes  of  J.  and  D.  S.,"  and,  if  they 
should  survive  her,  to  her  heirs.  C. 
S.,  by  her  wiif,  devised  all  her  pro- 
perty to  trustees  (without  words  of 
Mierhance),  on  the  trusts  therein 
Mentioned.  She  then  bequeathed  to 
fhem  the  lands  she  held  under  J.  S/s 
win,  to  pay  an  annuity  to  M.  D.  for 
her  life.  S$he  also  bequeathed  to  W. 
J.  a  legacy  of  101.,  and  to  C.  J.  and 
E.  J.,  her  grand-nieces,  certain  yearly 
aums,  until  and  during  their  period  of 
apprenticeship.  She  then  appointed 
the  trustees  her  executors,  and  di- 
rected that  after  all  her  debts  were 
paid,  the  residue  of  her  personal  and 
real  estate  should  be  equally  divided 
between  her  said  two  grand-nieces. 
G.  S.  died  in  1 799,  and  the  two  grand- 
nieces  entered,  and  received  the  rents 
of  the  whole  property,  subiect  to  the 
annuity.  In  1814,  E.J.  married, 
«nd  in  1815  died,  after  having  had  a 
ofaiM,  which  also  died.  Upon  her 
death,  the  defendant  entered  Into  pos- 
session, and  received  the  rents  of  her 
moiety.  The  annuity  to  M.  D.  ceased 
f6  ht  pliable  in  1804;  the  legacy  to 
W.J.  was  paid  in  1812. 


In  ejectmetkt  brot^ht  by  the  hot* 
band  of  E.  J.  for  her  moiety  of  the 
freehold  and  leasehold  estates: — Held^ 
that,  under  the  will  of  C.  S.,  the  legal 
fee  in  the  freehold  estates  vested  in 
the  trustees,  and  that  a  re-conveyanoe 
could  not  be  presumed. 

Heli^  also,  that  the  leasor  of  the 
plaintiff,  not  having  shewn  that  the 
lease  to  J.  S.  was  not  a  lease  for  lives 
to  him  and  his  heirs,  had  not  made 
out  any  title  to  a  moiety  of  the  lease- 
hold estates.    Doe  d.  Reee  v.  WUUam$^ 

749 

DISTRESS. 

A  landlord's  broker  went  to  t2« 
tenant's  house  and  pressed  for  pay- 
ment of  rent  alleged  to  be  dne,  and 
3/.  ts.  for  expenses  of  the  levy,  hat 
touched  nothing,  and  made  00  iaven« 
tory.  The  tenant  paid  him  the  rent 
and  expenses  under  protest,  on  which 
he  withdrew.  In  an  actioo  against 
the  landlord  for  an  excessive  diatressr 
— Held^  that  the  defendant  could  noi 
say  there  had  been  00  aetuai  distress. 
Hutching  v.  Scott^  809 

EJECTMENT. 
See  Adve&sv  Possxsstoy. 

I.  Service. 

In  ejectment,  service  of  the  decla- 
ration on  a  servant  of  the  tenant  on 
the  premises,  is,  of  itself,  insuffident 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  even  to  a  mle 
nisi  for  judgment  against  the  casual 
ejector.  Dee  d.  Lord  Dinorhem  v. 
Koe,  374 

11.  Appearance^ 

It  is  not  necessary  in  tbia  eonrt  to 
enter  an  appearance  for  the  caaoal 
ejector  previously  to  signing  judg- 
ment by  default  in  ejectment,  and  the 
costs  of  doing  so  will  not  be  allowed. 
Doe  d.  Morgan  v.  itoe,    *  4M 
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See  Bankruptcy. 

fiiLLs  AND  Notes,  III. 
Devise,  1. 
Inclosdrb  Act,  2. 
Pleading,  III.,  2. 

I.  On  wfhom  Affirmative  of  Issue, 

The  plaintifT  sued  the  defendant 
for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  re- 
take of  him  a  public- house,  (which  the 
plaintiff  had  previously  taken  from 
the  defendant),  and  to  pay  for  the 
goodwill,  stock,  &c.,  provided  C.  & 
Co.,  the  owners  of  the  house,  would 
accept  the  defendant  as  a  tenant ;  and 
the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  ask  C.  &  Co.  to  accept 
biia  as  their  tenant,  or  make  any  ef- 
fort to  cause  them  to  do  so.  This 
all^ation  the  defendant  denied  by  his 
plea,  and  issue  was  joined  thereon. 
The  plaintiff  called  the  managingclerk 
of  C.  &  Co.,  who  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant made  application  by  letter  for 
the  house,  in  answer  to  which  a  per- 
sonal interview  was  required ;  the  de- 
fendant made  no  further  application 
himself,  but  his  brother-in-law  made 
inquiries  on  his  behalf,  to  which  a  si- 
milar answer  was  returned.  The 
witness  stated  also  that  C.  &  Co. 
would  not  have  let  the  house,  except 
at  an  increased  rent.  On  this  evi- 
dence the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  and 
the  Court  held  that  the  nonsuit  was 
right.    Jefferies  v.  Clares  43 

II.  Confidential  Communication. 

Trover  for  a  lease  by  the  assignees 
of  a  bankrupt. — Plea,  that  before  the 
bankruptcy  the  bankrupt  deposited 
the  lease  with  the  defendant  as  a  col- 
lateral security  for  money  which  the 
bankrupt  then  owed  him.  At  the 
trial,  the  plaintiffs  attempted  to  shew 
that  the  lease  was  deposited  aAer  the 
aet  of  bankruptcy,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose called  a  witness,  who  had  been 


the  attorney  for  the  bankrupt  afte^  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  and  had  been  ap« 
plied  to  by  him  to  raise  him  money« 
It  was  then  proposed  to  ask  him  who* 
ther  the  bankrupt  had  not  the  lease  in 
his  possession  at  that  time: — Held^ 
that  this  was  privileged  from  disck>^. 
sure,  as  being  a  confidential  commu* 
nication  made  to  him  relative  fo  hirt 
character  as  an  attorney.  Turqumnd 
V.  Knighif  98 

III.  Seconddry  Evidence. 

1.  A  cheque,  drawn  on  account  of 
a  parish,  was  delivered  to  A.,  who 
was  then  the  paying  clerk  of  the  pa- 
rish. It  was  shewn  that  the  banker^ 
of  the  parish,  on  the  same  day,  paid  « 
sum  of  that  amount,  and  that  their 
custom  was  to  return  the  cancelled 
cheques  to  the  paying  clerk,  and  that 
they  were  deposited  in  an  apartment 
in  the  workhouse.  A.  having  gone 
out  of  office,  application  was  made  to 
his  successor  at  that  place  for  inspee-- 
tion  of  the  cheques.  He  handed  to 
the  witness  several  bundles,  which  ho 
searched,  without  finding  the  cheque 
in  question : — Held,  a  sufficient  search 
to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents.     M'Gahey  v.  Alston^    i06 

^.  In  an  action  of  trover  againsH 
the  sheriff,  for  goods  seized  under  a-, 
fi.  fa.,  the  warrant  of  seizure  was  not 
produced,  nor  any  notice  given  to 
produce  it.  It  was  proved  that  the 
officer  who  made  the  seizure  had  put 
his  son  into  possession,  and  given  the 
warrant  to  him ;  the  son  stated  that 
he  believed  he  returned  it  either  to  his. 
father  or  to  the  sheriff's  offiice.  The 
officer  said  that  it  was  his  custom  to 
deliver  the  warrants  to  the  auctioneer, 
that  they  might  be  transmitted  with 
the  auction  sheet  to  the  excise  office, 
through  the  supervisor  of  excise  for 
the  district;  that  he  had  searched  bia 
own  papers  for  it,  and  had  inquired 
for  it  at  the  sheriff's  office.  A  seaf cb 
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was  also  proved  among  the  auc- 
tioneer's papers,  and  at  the  excise 
office;  but  the  supervisor  was  not 
called 9  nor  any  search  of  his  papers 
proved : — Held^  that  reasonable  proof 
was  given  of  the  loss  of  the  warrant, 
so  as  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of 
its  contents,  in  order  to  connect  the 
sheriff  with  the  officer.  Mimhtdiv, 
Lloyd,  450 

IV,  Of  Acts  of  Ownership. 

Where,  in  trespass  qu.  cl.  fr.,  the 
plaintiff  claimed  the  whole  bed  of  a 
river  flowing  between  his  land  and  the 
defendant's,  the  defendant  contending 
that  each  was  entitled  ad  medium 
filum  aquae : — Held,  that  evidence  of 
acts  of  ownership  exercised  by  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  bed  and  banks  of 
the  river  on  the  defendant's  side,  lower 
down  the  stream,  and  where  it  flowed 
between  the  plaintiff's  land  and  a 
farm  of  C,  adjoining  the  defendant's 
land, — and  also  of  repairs  done  by  the 
plaintiff  to  a  fence  which  divided  C.'s 
farm  from  the  river,  and  was  in  con- 
tinuation of  a  fence  dividing  the  de- 
fendant's land  from  the  river, — was 
admissible  for  the  plaintiff.  Jones  v. 
miliams,  826 

EXECUTORS   AND   ADMINIS- 
TRATORS. 

1.  When,  on  a  rule  nisi,  calling 
upon  executors  to  account  for  and  pay 
over  legacy  duties,  the  executor  does 
not  appear  to  shew  cause,  and  the 
rule  is  therefore  made  absolute,  the 
Court  ordered  that  in  future,  in  such 
cases,  it  should  form  part  of  the  rule, 
that  if,  upon  the  delivery  of  the  ac- 
counts, there  should  be  found  to  be 
any  duties  payable  to  his  Majesty, 
that  the  executor  or  administrator 
should  pay  the  costs  of  the  Crown, 
to  be  taxed  in  the  usual  manner.  In 
Re  Robinson,  407 


Z.  An  executor,  after  payment  of 
all  the  debts  of  which  he  bad  notice, 
invested  certain  parts  of  the  residoe 
of  the  testator's  personal  estate  re- 
maining in  his  hands,  in  the  funds,  in 
his  own  name,  received  the  dividends, 
and  paid  them  over  to  the  legatees  in 
satisfaction  of  their  legacies  given  by 
the  will : — Held,  that  under  these  dr- 
cumstances,  the  executor  could  not 
sustain  a  plea  of  plene  adminiatravit 
to  an  action  brought  against  him,  fif> 
teen  years  after  the  testator's  deatK 
for  a  specialty  debt  of  the  testator,  of 
which  he  had  had  no  notice.  Smtk 
V.  Day,  684 

FIXTURES. 

In  1824,  A.  leased  to  B.   for  21 
years   a   colliery,  with  the  right  of 
putting  up  steam-engines,  &c.  &c., 
for  working  it,  subject  to  a  proviso 
for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent 
or   insolvency.      B.  erected   on  the 
colliery  several  steam-engines,  affixed 
in  the  ordinary  way  to  the  soil,  and 
afterwards,   in   1827»    assigned    the 
colliery,  with  the  engines,  implements, 
&c.  in  use  upon  it,  to  trustees,  in 
trust  to  permit  B.  to  enjoy  them  un- 
til default  in  payment  of  an  annuity 
granted  by  him ;  and  on  such  default 
to  take  possession,  and  sell  them  and 
pay  the  arrears.      In  June,  1829,  A. 
recovered  possession  of  the  premises 
in  ejectment  brought  in  pursuance  of 
the  proviso  for  re-entry.    In  Novem- 
ber,   1829,   the  engines  and    other 
articles  on   the  colliery  were  seised 
under  a  fi.  fa.,  at  the  suit  of  an  exe- 
cution creditor  of  B. : — Held,  ihat  the 
trustees  could  not  recover  the  steaas* 
engines  in  trover  against  the  sheriff: 
— Held  also,  that  the  omission  of  the 
trustees  to  take  possession  on  fi.'s 
default  in  payment  of  the  annuiqrf 
did  not  avoid  the  assignment.    Mm- 
shaU  V.  Lloyd,  450 
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FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

The  first  count  of  a  declaration  in 
assumpsit  was  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  the  plaintiffs  upon  and 
accepted  by  the  defendant  in  Scot- 
land. The  second  count,  aAer  stating 
the  drawing  and  acceptance  of  the 
bill  (which  was  more  than  six  years 
before  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion), set  forth  at  length  the  making 
and  registering  of  a  protest  of  non- 
payment in  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  and  the  issuing  and  execu- 
tion of  letters  of  horning  and  poinding 
on  the  defendant,  charging  him  to  make 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  and 
interest  to  the  plaintiffs,  according  to 
the  law  of  Scotland,  and  his  default 
tliereto;  and  alleged  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  several  premises,  the  defendant 
became  liable  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  the 
amount  of  the  bill,  with  interest;  and 
being  so  liable,  promised  to  pay  the 
same: — Held,  that  this  latter  count 
did  not  disclose  a  sufficient  cause  of 
action  as  upon  sl  judgment  in  Scotland. 

The  particulars  stated  the  action 
to  be  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  first 
count,  with  interest,  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  rely  on  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  declaration  for  the  re- 
covery thereof: — Held,  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  proceed  on  the 
second  count.     Hay  v.  Fisher,     722 

FRAUDS,  (STATUTE  OF). 

1 .  Where  a  party  had  purchased, 
by  a  verbal  contract,  a  growing  crop 
of  grass,  with  liberty  to  go  on  the 
close  wherein  it  grew,  for  the  purpose 
of  cutting  and  carrying  it  away:-— 
Held,  that  he  could  not  maintain 
trespass  against  the  seller  for  taking 
away  his  horse  and  cart  from  the  close, 
which  he  had  brought  there  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  away  the  grass; 
for  that  this  was,  in  substance,  an 
action  charging  the  defendant  on  the 


contract,  within  s.  4  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  in* 
terest  in  land,  without  a  note  in 
writing,  may  operate  as  a  license,  so  as 
to  excuse  the  entry  of  the  purchaser 
on  the  land,  but  it  cannot  be  made 
available  in  any  way  as  a  contract. 
Carrington  v.  Roots,  1248 

2.  The  traveller  of  the  plaintiffs, 
hop  merchants  in  London,  agreed 
with  the  defendant,  at  Leeds,  for  the 
sale  to  him,  by  sample,  of  a  quantity 
of  hops.  The  defendant  wrote  in  his 
ovm  book,  which  he  kept,  the  follow- 
ing memorandum :  —  "  Leeds,  1 9th 
Oct.  1836.  Sold  John  Dodgson  (the 
defendant)  27  pockets  Playsted  1836, 
Sussex,  at  103^;  4  pockets  Selme, 
Beckley,  at  95«.  The  bulk  to  answer 
the  samples.  Samples  and  invoice  to 
be  sent  per  Rockingham  coach.  Pay- 
ment in  bankers'  at  two  months." 
This  was  signed  by  the  traveller  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  :~i7eM,  that 
it  was  a  sufficient  memorandum  in 
writing  of  the  contract,  within  the 
Statute  of  Frauds. 

The  defendant,  on  the  same  day, 
wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  requesting 
them  to  deliver  "the  27  pockets  Play- 
stead  and  the  4  pockets  Selmes,  1 8369 
Sussex,^  to  a  third  party.  Quare^ 
whether  this  letter  sufficiently  refer- 
red to  the  contract  in  question,  so  as 
that  it  might  have  been  connected 
with  the  entry  in  the  book,  for  the 
purpose  of  constituting  a  memoran- 
dum of  the  contract  within  the  statute. 

The  bulk  samples  and  invoice  were 
sent  to  the  defendant  by  the  coach, 
pursuant  to  the  contract,  but  he  re- 
turned them,  as  not  answering  to  the 
samples  by  which  he  bought.  The 
jury,  in  an  action  for  the  price  of  the 
hops,  found  that  the  samples  did 
answer  the  contract  :*— /TfM,  that 
there  was  no  acceptance  of  the  goods 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

Semble,  the  defence  that  there  baa 
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not  been  a  sufficient  memorandum  in 
writing  of  a  contract  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  may  be  taken 
under  the  general  issue,  without  being 
specially  pleaded.     Johnson  v.  Dodg- 
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By  the  provisions  of  the  Game  Act, 
1   &  2  Will.  4,  c.  82,  s.  S7,  every 
penalty  for  any  offence  against  that 
act  is  to  be  paid  to  some  one  of  the 
overseers  of  the  poor,  or  to  some  other 
officer  (as  the  convicting  justice   or 
justices  may  direct)  of  the  parish,  &c. 
in  which  the  offence  shall  have  been 
committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer 
or  officer    paid   over  to  the   use  of 
the  general  county  rate;  but  by  the 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  20,  s.  21,  reciting 
the  former  act,  it  is  enacted,  that  one 
moiety  of  all  such  penalties  shall  go 
and  be  paid  to  the  person  who  shall 
inform  and  prosecute  for  the  same, 
and  the  other  moiety  thereof  only  shall 
go  and  be  paid  to  such  overseer  or 
officer,  and  be  by  him  applied  in  the 
manner  before  directed : — Held^  that  a 
conviction  for  an  offence  against  the 
former  act,  which  directed  the  whole 
penalty  "  to  be  paid  to  W.  J.,  one  of  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  &c., 
to  be  by  him  applied  according  to  the 
direction  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,"  was  bad,  and 
that  the  justices  who  signed  it  were 
liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment at  the  suit  of  the  party  convicted, 
and  committed  to  gaol  for  non-pay- 
ment of   the   pen^ty.      Griffith  v. 
Harries^  335 

GOODS  SOLD  &  DELIVERED. 

1.  By  a  written  agreement,  A. 
agreed  with  B.  that  B.  should  have  his 
( A.'s)  farm  for  his  life  for  20/.  a  year 
rent,  and  the  whole  of  A.'s  keep  and 
maintenance;  B.  to  take  off*  the  stock 
at  751, 1 0».   B.  having  taken  theatock. 


HORSE-RACE. 

and  had  possession  of  the  land  for  bk 
life: — Held^  that  his  executor  might 
be  sued  for  the  751.  \0t,  in  an  inde- 
bitatus count  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered. 

Held^  also,  that  inasmuch  at  the 
instrument  could  operate  only  as  ao 
agreement  to  grant  B.  a  future  lease 
of  the  farm  for  his  life,  it  was  properly 
stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp.  Sume  v. 
Rogers,  443 

2.    Assumpsit   for    the  value   of 
goods,  which  the  defendant  agreed  to 
purchase  at  the  valuation  of  N.  and 
M.     Averments,  that  N.  was  ready 
to  value  for  the  plaintiff^  but  that  the 
defendant  and  M.  refused  to  Taioe 
for  the  defendant ;  that  the  [^ntiff 
gave  notice   to  defendant    that  his 
valuer,  N.,  was  ready  to  meet  M.,  or 
any  other  valuer  the  defendant  might 
appoint,  at  any  time  within  ten  days 
which   the  defendant  might  fix  for 
making  the  valuauon;  that   the  de« 
fendant  refused  to  appoint  any  day 
for  that  purpose,  and  refused  to  ap- 
point any  other  valuer^  or  to  take  any 
steps  to  value  the  goods  or  procure 
them  to  be  valued,  according  to  hia 
agreement,  and  has  ever  since  refused 
to  value  them,   or  to  let  them   be 
valued,  according  to  his  agreement: 
whereupon,  afWr  the  lapse  of  a  month, 
N.  valued  them,  and  the  price  amonnt- 
ed  to  &c.;  alleging  a  breach  in  not 
taking  the  goods  and  paying  snch 
amount: — Held,  on  demurrer,   that 
the  count  was  bad;  for  that  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  liable  for  the 
price  of  the  goods  until  they  had  been 
valued  by  both  valuers,  pursuant  to 
the  agreement;   at  least  witbont  a 
distinct  averment  that  the  defendant 
refused  to  permit  M.  to  value.  Tkrnt^ 
nell  v.  Balbtrme^  786 

HORSE-RACE. 

SemhUt  that  a  party  aubscribing  to 
a  legal  horse-race  cannot  lecover  hit 
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stake  from  the  stakeholder  after  the 
race  has  been  run,  and  before  the 
stakeholder  has  paid  over  the  money. 

At  all  events,  he  cannot  recover  it 
unless  he  demanded  it  before  the  race 
wa*  nm. 

Where  the  rules  of  certain  races 
provided  that  all  disputes  should  be 
settled  by  the  stewards,  and  two  stew- 
ards had  been  named,  one  of  whom, 
on  a  dispute  arising  as  to  which  horse 
was  entitled  to  the  stakes  of  a  race, 
gave  his  opinion  in  writing  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  them : — Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  the 
stakes  on  the  award  of  that  steward 
alone,  although  it  appeared  that  the 
other  steward  had  stated  that  be  would 
acquiesce  in  whatever  his  colleague 
did.  To  make  the  sole  award  of  the 
latter  available,  it  must  be  clearly 
shewn  that  both  the  disputing  parties, 
and  the  stakeholder  alsoi  submitted 
to  his  sole  authority.  Marryai  v. 
Broderick,  369 


HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
(  0*  ^if^*  Liability  on  her  Contracts. 

1.  To  a  declaration  in  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  her  coverture.  The 
plaintiff  replied,  that  the  husband  was 
an  alien,  and  never  was  within  this 
kingdom ;  that  the  causes  of  action 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  pro- 
mise was  made  by  the  defendant, 
within  the  realm  of  England,  while 
she  lived  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband  as  a  single  woman ;  and  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  give  any  credit  to 
the  husband,  but  contracted  with  the 
defendant  as  a  feme  sole,  on  her  own 
credit  and  responsibility;  and  that 
she  made  the  promise  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned  as  such  feme  sole. 
Rejoinder,  that  the  husband  was  not 
an  alien,  nor  did  the  causes  of  action 
accrue  to  the  .plaintifft  nor  was  the 
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promise  made  by  the  defendant,  while 
she  lived  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband  as  a  single  woman;  nor  did 
the  plaintiff  contract  with  the  defend- 
ant  as  a  feme  sole,  and  on  her  own 
credit  and  responsibility ;  nor  did  she 
make  the  promise  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  in  manner  and  form,  &e. ; 
on  which  issue  was  joined: — Heldf 
that  on  this  issue  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  prove  that  the  defendant 
represented  herself  to  the  plaintiff  as 
a  feme  sole,  or  that  he  dealt  with  her 
believing  her  to  be  such. 

Held,  also,  that  evidence  of  the  de- 
fendant's dealings  with  other  trades- 
men, to  whom  it  was  alleged  slie  had 
held  herself  out  as  a  single  woman, 
was  not  admissible,  unless  her  repre- 
sentations to  them  were  so  made  as  to 
come  to  the  plaintiff's  knowledge. 
Barden  v.  Keverherg,  61 

S.  An  action  was  commenced 
against  a  defendant  whilst  she  was  a 
feme  sole;  but,  after  service  of  the 
writ,  and  before  declaration,  she  mar- 
ried. The  plaintiff  proceeded  to  final 
judgment,  and  took  her  in  execution. 
On  motion  to  discharge  her  out  of 
custody,  the  affidavit  stated  the  above 
facts,  and  also  that  no  settlement  was 
made  upon  the  marriage;  but  it  did 
not  state  that  she  had  no  separate 
property:— -^eW,  that  the  affidavit 
was  insufficient,  and  that  she  was  not 
entitled  to  be  discharged.  Evans  r. 
Chester^  847 

(2).  LiabilUy  of  Husband  for  Neces^ 
saries  to  Wife. 

A  husband  who  had  separated  from 
his  wife,  agreed  that  a  deed  of  sepa- 
ration should  be  prepared  and  exe- 
cuted : — Held,  that  the  husband  was 
not  liable  for  the  expenses  of  his 
wife's  trustee  in  procuring  a  counter- 
part to  be  prepared  and  executed,  in 
the  absence  of  any  promise  by  him  to 
pay  that  expense.     Ladd  v.  Lynn, 
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ILLEGAL  CONTRACT. 

See  Bastard. 

Restraint  of  Trade. 
Stock-jobbing  Act. 

INCLOSURE  ACT. 

1 .  A  local  inclosure  act  empowered 
the  commissioner,  by  deeds  executed 
in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two 
witnesses,  to  sell  such  portions  of  the 
waste  lands  as  should  be  necessary  to 
defray  the  expense!  of  carrying  the 
act  into  execution,  before  award 
made.  In  ejectment  by  a  party 
claiming  under  a  conveyance  from 
the  commissioner  in  pursuance  of 
such  power,  it  appeared  that  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  land 
with  the  view  of  exchanging  it  with 
the  defendant;  that  he  never  took 
possession  of  it,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant, some  years  after  the  conveyance, 
fenced  it  in,  and  had  occupied  it  by 
his  tenants  ever  since,  a  period  of 
less  than  itO  years.  It  did  not  ap- 
pear that  any  award  had  been  made 
under  the  Inclosure  Act :  —  Held^ 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  bound,  in 
order  to  recover  in  the  ejectment,  to 
prove  that  the  commissioner  had  duly 
qualified,  and  given  the  notices,  &c. 
required  by  the  General  Inclosure 
Act,  before  the  execution  of  the  con- 
veyance.     Doe  d.  Nanney  v.  Qore^ 

t.  In  1812,  S.  P.  conveyed  two 
doses  of  land,  in  the  parish  of  A.,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  to  W.  P.  In  1813, 
an  inclosure  act  was  passed  for  in- 
closing the  waste  lands  in  that  parish  ; 
by  which  act  the  commissioners  were 
empowered  to  set  out,  allot,  and 
award  any  lands  within  the  parish  of 
A.,  in  lieu  of  and  in  exchange  for  any 
other  lands  within  that  parish ;  pro- 
vided that  all  such  exchanges  were 
ascertained,  specified,  and  declared  in 
the  award  of  the  commissioners,  and 


were  made  with  the  consent  oftk 
owner  or  owners^  proprieior  or  pro* 
prietOTM  of  the  land*  which  shauid  be 
so  exchanged^  whether  tuck  owner  or 
ownere^  proprietor  or  proprietors, 
should  be  a  body  or  bodiee  poUOe, 
corporate,  or  colkgiatCf  or  a  tenant  or 
tenants  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  or  for 
life  or  lives,  or  for  term  of  tfears  ah' 
solute,  or  for  term  of  years  deiermm' 
able  upon  Ufe'or  lives;  such  con- 
sent to  be  testified  in  writing  under 
his  or  their  hands,  &c.  By  the  con- 
sent of  S.  P.,  tlie  mortgagor,  theabove 
two  closes  of  land  were  exchanged, 
under  the  act,  for  two  other  closes, 
and  the  commissioners  stated  in  their 
award  that  tlie  exchange  was  made 
with  the  consent  of  S.  P.  the  mort- 
gagor, in  writing  under  his  hand,  bat 
it  was  not  stated  to  have  been  made 
with  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee: — 
Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
say  whether  the  consent  of  the  mort- 
gagee was  necessary  to  give  validity 
to  the  exchange,  and  that  the  court 
had  no  right  to  presume  that  it  was 
not  given ;  for  that  the  commissioners 
were  not  bound  to  state  in  their  award 
all  the  authorities  they  had ;  and  that 
the  presumption  was,  that  they  bad 
acted  according  to  their  jurisdiciion, 
as  the  contrary  did  not  appear. 

In  ejectment  by  a  mortgagee 
against  the  assignee  (under  the  LoHs' 
Act)  of  the  mortgagor : — Held^  that 
a  letter  from  the  mortgagor  to  the 
mortgagee,  dated  previoualy  to  the 
assignment,  was  evidence  against  the 
defendant,  and  would  be  presumed  to 
have  been  written  at  the  time  of  itt 
date,  until  the  contrary  was  shewn. 
Goodtitle  v.  Milbwm,  855 

INFORMATION  OF  IN- 
TRUSION. 

In  an  information  of  intrasioo,  tiie 
Crown  may  of  right  lay  the  venae  io 
any  county,  or  biave  the  inquiaitioa 


INSOLVENT. 


INSURANCE. 
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taken  in  a  difierent  county  from  that 
in  which  the  venue  is  laid. 

The  title  of  the  Crown  to  lands  of 
which  it  has  been  out  of  possession 
for  20  years,  may  be  tried  in  the  in- 
formation of  intrusion  itself,  and  need 
not  be  first  found  by  inquest  of 
office  ;  the  only  effect  of  the  stat.  21 
Jac.  1,  c.  14,  being,  to  throw  the  onus 
of  proving  title  in  the  first  instance,  in 
such  case,  on  the  Crown.  ScmbUt 
that,  in  an  information  at  the  suit  of 
the  Attorney-General,  a  tales  may  be 
prayed  for  the  Crown  without  his 
warrant,  though  he  be  not  present ; 
but  not  for  the  defendant.  Aitot' 
ney-Oeneral  v.  PanonSf  StS 

INSOLVENT. 

(1).  Transfer  by. 

1.  The  82nd  section  of  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors'  Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57, 
does  not  apply  only  to  such  assign- 
ments and  transfers  as  are  made 
within  three  months  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  imprisonment,  or 
during  the  continuance  of  such  im- 
prisonment, but  extends  to  assign- 
ments made  at  any  time,  even  a  year 
previous  to  the  imprisonment,  if  made 
with  the  view  or  intention  of  peti- 
tioning the  court  for  the  insolvent's 
discharge.     Becke  v.  Snutk,        191 

2.  The  defendant,  the  proprietor 
of  a  suge-coach,  delivered  to  A., 
who  horwd  the  coach  one  sUge,  five 
horses,  to  be  used  upon  the  coach. 
Three  of  them  died,  and  A.  bought 
three  others  in  their  place.  After 
using  these  five  for  some  months,  A. 
became  insolvent,  and  went  to  prison^ 
and  was  subsequently  discharged 
under  the  Insolvent  Act.  On  the 
day  he  went  to  prison,  he  sent  an 
order,  under  which  the  five  horses 
were  delivered  to  the  defendant, 
who  refused  to  give  them  up  to 
the  assignee.  The  five  were  worth 
100/.9  and  any  two  of  them  were 


worth  30/.  In  trover  by  the  assignee 
for  the  three  horses  which  A.  had 
bought,  the  defendant  set  up,  in  one 
plea,  an  agreement  under  which  he 
claimed  to  retain  the  five  horses  de- 
livered by  him  to  A.  as  a  security  for 
their  price,  alleging  that  ifiL  of  the 
price  was  still  unpaid : — Held,  that 
as  to  the  three  horses  bought  by  A., 
there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that 
he  transferred  the  property  in  them  to 
the  defendant. 

HeU  also,  that  even  if  the  pro- 
perty was  transferred,  there  was  suffi« 
cient  primft  facie  evidence  that  the 
transfer  was  voluntary,  within  the 
7  Geo.  4,  c.  67t  s.  32.  BoUon  v. 
SnerfMM,  395 

(2).  From  what  Debts  discharged. 

An  insolvent  debtor,  who  inserts 
in  his  schedule  the  name  of  the  holder 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  on  which  he  is 
liable,  or  gives  such  other  descrip- 
tion of  it  as  satisfies  the  statute  (7 
Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  46),  is  discharged  as 
to  all  the  parties  to  the  bill  (although 
they  are  not  named  in  the  schedule), 
and  also  as  to  the  original  debt  for 
which  it  was  a  security.  BoydeU  v. 
ChampneySf  433 

INSURANCE. 

A  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship 
called  the  King  George,  at  and  from 
Malaga  to  London,  warranted  to  sail 
on  the  10th  October,  was  effected  on 
the  3rd  November  following.  The 
insurer  communicated  to  the  under- 
writers that  the  King  George,  and 
another  vessel  called  the  Fruiter,  both 
sailed  from  Malaga  on  the  10th  Oc- 
tober, and  the  underwriters  knew  that 
the  Fruiter  had  arrived  at  London 
some  days  before;  but  the  insurer 
knew  also  that  the  captain  of  the 
Fruiter  had  seen  the  King  George  cff 
Oporto  on  the  21st  of  October,  when 
they  had  parted  company  by  reason  of 
p  p  p  2 
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a  gale  coining  on ;  and  this  fact  he 
did  not  commtinicare  to  the  under- 
writers. The  King  George  was  lost 
in  a  stem  at  the  entrance  ol  the 
Channel,  on  the  25th  Octoher.  In 
an  acMon  on  the  policy,  the  jury 
having  found  for  the  plaintiflT,  and 
that  the  fact  not  communicated  was 
not  a  material  one,  the  court  gran  ed 
a  new  trial.     Westbury  v.  Aberd  tn, 
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INTERPLEADER  ACT. 

1.  When,  upon  a  rule  obtained 
under  the  Interpleader  Act,  the  exe- 
cution creditor  did  not  appear,  and  it 
was  doubtful  whether  the  sheriff,  who 
had  acted  under  his  express  direc- 
tion, had  not  misconducted  himself 
subsequent  to  the  seizure,  the  court 
made  an  order  that  the  execution 
creditor  should  be  barred  against  the 
claimant,  and  the  goods  restored  to 
the  latter;  the  claimant  to  be  at 
liberty  to  bring  an  issue  against  the 
sheriff  for  misconduct,  provided  it 
should  turn  out  he  had  been  guilty 
of  any ;  and  also,  if  there  had  been 
any  misconduct  in  the  execution 
creditor  in  giving  directions  to  the 
sheriff,  to  bring  an  action  against 
him.     Lewis  v.  Jones^  203 

2.  The  sheriff  must  apply  to  the 
court  under  the  Interpleader  Act,  in 
the  term  next  after  the  claim  is  made, 
and  soon  enough  to  enable  the  other 

?arties  to  shew  cause  in  that  term, 
f  he  does  not,  either  the  rule  will  be 
discharged,  or  he  must  pay  the  costs 
of  both  the  other  parties.  Beal  v. 
Overton^  534 

3.  Where  an  uncerti6cated  bank- 
rupt brought  an  action  for  work 
done  by  him,  and  on  a  reference  a 
certain  sum  was  found  to  be  due  to 
him,  which  his  assignees  thereupon 
claimed  from  the  defendant : — Held^ 
that,  on  a  fresh  action  being  brought 
by  the  bankrupt  for  the  amount,  the 


defendant  might  call  upon  the  as- 
signees, by  an  interpleader  rule,  to 
support  their  claim,  and  that  upoo 
such  rule  the  lien  of  the  bankrupt's 
attorney  for  their  costs  in  the  former 
action  and  the  reference  ought  to  be 
satisfied  out  of  the  amount  claimed. 
Jones  y.  Tumhdl^  601 

4.  The  defendant  having  pur- 
chased cattle  from  the  plaintiff,  accept- 
ed a  bill  in  payment,  with  a  blank  for 
the  name  of  the  drawer,  and  remitted 
it  by  post  to  the  plaintiff.  This  bill 
subsequently  came  into  the  hands  of 
B.  and  S.  for  a  valuable  consideration* 
The  plaintiff,  denying  that  he  had  ever 
authorized  payment  by  an  acceptance; 
or  that  he  had  ever  received  the  bill 
or  indorsed  it,  brought  an  action 
against  the  defendant  for  the  price 
of  the  cattle.  B.  and  S.  also  threat- 
ened to  commence  an  action  against 
him  upon  the  bill : — HeU^  that  the 
defendant  was  not  entitled  to  rdief 
under  the  first  section  of  the  Inter- 
pleader Act.     Fart  v.  Ward^      844 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  AORBEMKNT. 

1.  A.,B.,and  C.,C.  beingan  unmar- 
ried woman,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment, dated  25th  December,  18S4» 
to  take  a  house  of  the  plaintiff  for 
seven  years,  at  a  certain  annual  rent, 
payable  quarterly ;  under  which  they 
entered.  In  September  1835,  C. 
married,  in  December  A.  became 
bankrupt.  In  an  action  of  debt  by 
the  plaintiff  against  A.,  B.,  C,  and 
C.'s  husband,  for  two  years*  rent, 
claimed  to  be  due  under  the  demise 
contained  in  the  above  agreement, 
the  defendants  by  their  plea  denied 
the  demise.  There  was  also  a  count 
for  use  and  occupation,  to  which  they 
pleaded  payment  of  all  the  rent  due 
before  C.'s  marriage.  The  defendants 
proved  payment  by  A.'s  asiignefi  of 
the  quarter's  rent  due  at  Mm 
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1 895,  and  an  admission  by  the  plain- 
tiflp  of  the  receipt  of  the  two  previous 
quarters'  rent ;  but  it  was  not  shewn 
when  or  by  whom  these  latter  pay- 
ments were  made:  Held^  that  this 
was  not  evidence  from  which  a  new 
yearly  tenancy,  on  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  could  be  inferred,  so  as  to 
charge  all  the  defendants,  inasmuch 
as  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  payments 
were  made  before  C/s  marriage,  or 
with  her  assent  after  her  marriage, 
D&idge  V.  Bawerss  565 

2*  A  breach,  in  an  action  by  land- 
lord against  tenant,  that  the  tenant 
threatened  to  commit  waste,  unless  he 
were  paid  a  certain  sum  by  the  in- 
coming tenant,  and  that  the  latter  was 
thereby  compelled  to  and  did  pay  him 
that  sum,  in  order  to  prevent  his 
committing  such  waste,  is  bad. 
Where  general  damages  are  given 
on  a  declaration,  in  which  several 
breaches  are  assigned,  one  of  which  is 
bad,  the  court  will  not  arrest  the 
judgment,  but  will  award  a  venire  de 
novo.     Leach  v.  Thomas,  427 

LAND-TAX. 

The  King's  dock  yards  are  not  as- 
sessable to  the  land-tax.  Attorney- 
General  V.  Hill.  lOO 

LEASE. 
(1).  Concurrent  Leases. 

Where  A.,  being  seised  in  fee, 
leased  premises  to  B.  for  61  years, 
and  afterwards  granted  a  lease  to  C. 
of  the  same  premises,  to  commence 
at  the  expiration  of  the  61  years  : — 
Held,  that,  by  the  lease  to  C,  A.  did 
not  part  with  his  reversion,  so  as  to 
disentitle  him  to  distrain  for  rent  due 
from  B.  under  his  lease.  Smith  ▼. 
Day,  684 

(2).  Under  Power. 
A  testator,  by  his  will,  empowered 


his  devisee  for  life  of  real  estate  to 
demise  and  lease  for  21  years,  "so 
as  upon  such  lease  there  were  re- 
served and  made  payable,  during  the 
continuance  thereof,  the  best  im- 
proved yearly  rent  that  could  be 
reasonably  had  for  the  same,  without 
taking  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  by 
way  of  fine  or  income  for  or  in  re- 
spect of  such  lease  or  leases,  and  that 
in  every  such  lease  there  should  be 
contained  a  clause  of  re-entry  for 
non-payment  of  the  rent."  In  exer- 
cise of  this  power,  a  lease  was  made 
for  21  years,  to  hold  from  the  11th 
October,  1889,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
909/.,  payable  by  equal  half-yearly 
payments,  viz.  on  the  6th  of  April 
and  the  11th  of  October  in  every 
year,  by  equal  portions,  except  the 
last  half  year's  rent,  which  was 
thereby  reserved  and  agreed  to  be 
paid  on  the  1st  of  August  next  6e- 
fore  the  determination  of  the  term." 
The  lease  also  contained  a  proviso  for 
re-entry,  if  the  rent  should  be  unpaid 
for  forty-two  days  after  it  became 
due  : — Held,  that  the  lease  was  a  good 
execution  of  the  power.  Doe  d.  Wythe 
Rutland,  v.  661 

(8).  Surrender  of. 
A.,  having  granted  a  lease  to  B.  for 
21  years»  beft>re  the  expiration  of 
that  term  granted  another  lease  of 
the  same  premises  to  C.  No  sur- 
render in  writing  of  B.'s  interest  was 
shewn,  but  the  lease  granted  to  him 
was  produced  from  A.'s  custody, 
with  the  seal  torn  off;  and  it  was 
proved  to  be  the  custom  to  send  in 
the  old  leases  to  A.'s  office,  before  a 
renewal  was  made ;  and  which  old 
leases  were  thereupon  cancelled  by 
A.'s  officer: — Held,  that  this  was 
evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
presume  that  B.  had  assented  to  the 
grant  of  the  lease  to  C,  so  as  to  deter- 
mine his  interest  by  act  and  operation 
of  law.  .  Walker  y.  Richardson,  882 
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LEGACY  DUTY. 
One  S.  M.  by  his  will  devised  all 
his  real  estates,  except  his  mortgages 
in  fee,  unto  W.  V.  and  J.  M.,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  to  and  upon  the  uses 
and  trusts  therein  mentioned,  viz.  to 
the  use  of  W.  M.  and  his  assigns  for 
life,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  hrs  issue, 
with  divers  remainders  over.  And 
the  said  S.  M.,  the  tesUtor,  by  his 
will  gave  and  devised  all  the  resi- 
due of  his  personal  estate  (at^er 
payment  of  debts  and  legacies), 
and  also  all  such  real  estates  as  he 
was  seised  of  as  mortgagee  in  fee, 
unto  W.  V.  and  W.  M.,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
upon  trust,  to  convert  the  whole  of 
the  said  residue  into  money,  and  to 
lay  out  and  invest  the  same,  as  soon 
as  conveniently  might  be,  in  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate,  to  be  conveyed  to 
the  said  W.  V.  and  J.  M.  (the  trustees 
of  his  real  estates),  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  and  upon  the  same  uses 
and  trusts  as  were  thereinbefore 
declared  of  and  concerning  his  real 
estates.  And  the  testator  thereby 
declared,  that  until  such  purchase 
were  made,  his  said  executors  should 
place  out  or  continue  all  the  said  re- 
sidue at  interest,  in  the  names  of  his 
said  executors,  on  mortgage  of  real 
estate;  or,  if  the  same  should  not 
offer,  that  the  residue  should  be 
placed  out  at  interest  in  the  public 
funds;  and  the  interest  and  dividends 
were  directed  to  be  paid  to  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  rents  and  profiu  of 
the  real  estate  therewith  to  be  pur- 
chased would  belong  by  virtue  of  his 
will.  The  testator  appointed  the  said 
W.  V.  and  W.  M.  his  executors,  and 
died  in  1791,  when  they  took  upon 
themselves  the  execution  of  the  will. 
The  residue  amounted  to  14,000/. 
and  was  invested  in  mortgage,  in  the 
names  of  the  executors,  before  the 
year  1796,  and  before  the  act  of  96 
Geo.  S,  c.  5«;  after  which  W.  V. 
died,  and  W.  M.,  who  enjoyed  the 


interest  during  his  life,  became  the 
surviving  executor.  W.  M.  died  with- 
out issue  in  1825,  and  appointed  W. 
H.  and  G.  R.  his  executors.  The 
money  was  never  applied  in  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate;  and  W.  H.  and 
G.  R.,  the  executors  under  the  will 
of  W.  M.,  on  the  26th  January,  1832, 
paid  the  residue  of  the  personal  es- 
tate of  S.  M.  (the  original  tesutor) 
to  J.  M.,  he  being  the  person  entitled 
to  it  under  S.  M.'s  wm-.^Held,  that 
this  was  a  legacy  given  by  the  will  of 
a  person  dying  before  the  5th  of 
April,  1805,  and  paid,  satisfied,  or 
discharged  after  the  81st  day  of 
August,  1615,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  55  Geo.  8,  c.  184,  and  was  liable 
to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty  under 
that  act.  AUorney^General  v.  Hau^ 
cockf  563 

LIMITATIONS  (STATUTE  OF). 
See  AovBRSE  Posssssiov. 
On  a  note  payable  with  interest  on 
demand,  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
begins  to  run  from  the  date  of  the 
note.     Norton  v.  EUam^  461 

LIVERY  OF  SEISIN. 
Semhkt  that  possession  for  a  less 
period  than  20  years  is  not  sufficient 
to  leave  to  the  jury  for  them  to  pre- 
sume that  livery  of  seisin  has  been 
made.     Doe  d.  Lewit  v.  Davtes^  503 

LUNATIC. 
See  AcconiiT  Stated. 

MIDDLESEX  COURT  OF 
REQUESTS. 

1 .  A  plaintiff  is  liable  to  costs  under 
the  Middlesex  Courtof  Requests  Act, 
ftS  Geo.  2,  c  38,  s.  17^  where  he  re- 
covers less  than  40«.,  though  his  cUim 
was  reduced  below  that  sum  by  the 
Statute^  of  Limitations  being  pleaded. 

But  where  the  declaration  was  in 
debt  for  work  and  labour,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  work  and  labour  con- 
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•isted  of  the  levying  of  an  execution 
by  the  plaintiflT,  as  a  broker,  on  the 
goods  of  a  party  resident  in  Surrey : 
— Heldf  that  this  was  not  cognizable 
by  the  Court  of  Requests,  though 
the  defendant  resided  in  Middlesex. 
Bailey  v.  Chitty,  28 

2.  It  18  DQt  necessary,  in  order  to 
entitle  a  defendant  to  enter  a  sugges- 
tion for  costs  under  the  Middlesex 
Court  of  Requests  Act,  23  Geo,  2, 
c.  33,  s.  19,  that  the  |}2atn^i^  should 
have  been  resident  within  the  juris- 
diction. 

The  sheriff  or  other  officer,  who 
tries  a  cause  under  a  writ  of  trial,  has 
no  power  to  certify,  under  the  ftS 
Geo.  2,  c.  33,  s.  19,  that  the  freehold 
or  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was  in  ques- 
tion. If  that  be  the  case,  it  should 
be  shewn  for  cause  when  the  appli- 
cation is  made  to  try  before  the  she- 
Ttff,  when  it  may  be  imposed  as  a 
term  that  he  should  have  power  to 
certify.     Pritchard  v.  M^GiU^      380 

MORTGAGOR  &  MORTGAGEE. 
See  Inclosorx  Act,  2. 

MORTMAIN  ACT. 

Where  lands  are  already  in  mort- 
main, being  vested  in  an  ecclesiasti- 
cal corporation,  a  lease  of  such  lands 
to  charitable  uses  is  not  within  the 
statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36.  Walker  v. 
Richardson^  882 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION 

ACT. 
1 .  Under  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  54,  the 
offence  of  corrupting  a  voter  is  com- 
plete where  the  bribe  is  offered  and 
accepted,  and  the  voter  promises  to 
vote  in  pursuance  of  the  corrupt  con- 
tract, although  he  may  break  his  pro- 
mise, or  may  never  have  intended 
to  perform  it ;  but  where  a  bribe  is 
offered,  but  not  accepted,  the  offence 


is  that  of  offering  to  corrupt:  and  it 
is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  there 
was  a  complete  agreement  or  not. 
Harding  v.  Stokes,  233 

2.  Under  the  Municipal  Corpora- 
tlon  Act,  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  92,  the 
council  of  a  borough  have  no  power 
to  make  a  retrospective  rate,  noods 
V.  Reed,  777 

OUTLAWRY. 
See  Practice,  II.  (2). 

An  outlaw  cannot  appear  in  court 
for  any  other  purpose  than  to  reverse 
his  outlawry.  Therefore,  he  cannot 
sue  out  a  habeas  corpus  ad  satisfacien- 
dum, in  order  to  charge  a  plaintiff  in 
execution,  against  whom  he  has  ob- 
tained judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit ; 
although  his  outlawry  was  at  the  suit 
of  a  different  plaintiff. 

The  Court  refused,  however,  after 
the  lapse  of  three  terms,  to  set  aside 
the  judgment  on  the  same  ground. 
Aldridge  v.  Buller,  412 

OVERSEER. 

A  parish  officer  who  supplies  goods 
for  his  own  profit  to  an  individual 
pauper,  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty 
imposed  by  the  55  Geo.  3,  c  1379 
a.  6. 

Qti^:ere,  whether  that  clause  is  im- 
pliedly repealed  by  the  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  77.  Henderson  v.  Sher* 
borne,  236 

PARTICULARS  OF   DEMAND. 

See  FoRBiGN  Judohbnt. 
Plbadiko.  III.  6. 
(1).  Effect  of,  in  Evidence. 
Assumpsit  for  wages.     Plea,  non- 
assumpsit.     The  particulars  of  de- 
mand stated  a  claim  for  wages  at  1 5s. 
per  week,  amounting  altogether  to 
148/.,  and  gave  credit  for  payments 
on  account  to  the  amount  of  70/. 
At  the  trial,  the  defendant  put  the 
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particulara  in  evidence,  as  shewing  a 
payment  of  70/.;  and  the  jury  having 
found  that  the  plaintiff  was  only  en- 
titled to  wages  at  the  rate  of  7«.  per 
week  (which  destroyed  the  balance  of 
78/.  claimed  by  the  plaintiff),  gave  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant: — Held^ 
that  the  particulars  were  properly  re- 
ceived in  evidence  as  an  admission  of 
the  payment ;  and,  it  not  having  been 
objected  at  the  trial  that  ihey  could 
only  be  used  in  reduction  of  damages, 
and  not  in  bar  of  the  action,  that  the 
verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

QuarCf  whether  payments  admit- 
ted in  the  particulars  need  be  pleaded. 
Kenffon  v.  Wakes,  764 

(2).  Form  of. 

In  assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against 
the  acceptor  of  two  bills  of  exchange 
for  ftdOL  each,  the  writ  of  capias  was 
indorsed  "  Bail  for  2402.  and  up- 
wards." A  declaration  was  after- 
wards delivered,  containing  two 
counts,  one  upon  each  of  the  bills. 
The  particulars  of  demand  which  ac- 
companied the  declaration  was  as 
follows:  This  action  is  brought  to 
recover  the  sum  of  260/.  and  upwards, 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff, upon  the  several  bills  of  exchange 
set  forth  in  the  first  and  last  counts  of 
the  declaration,"  &c.  An  qrder  hav- 
ing been  made  for  further  aiyl  better 
particulars : — Held,  on  motion  to  set 
aside  this  order,  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  better  particulars: 
Alderson,  B.,  dissentiente.  Ddwes 
V.  Antiruther,  817 

PARTNERSHIP. 
Liability  qf  retired  Partner, 
H.,  an  officer  serving  in  the  King's 
forces  in  India,  in  1815,  deposited 
money  with  A.,  B.,  C*,  &  D.,  bankers 
in  Calcutta,  trading  under  the  firm 
of  A.  Sc  Co.  In  1818  A.  came  to 
Englandi    having  executed    a  deed 


whereby  he  was  to  cease  to  be  a 
partner  in  the  firm  in  1822,  and  B. 
was  to  be  admitted  a  partner  in  his 
room.  In  1822,  A.  accordingly  re- 
tired from,  and  E.  came  into  the 
partnership,  and  the  dissolution  was 
announced  in  the  Calcutu  Gaaette. 
It  appeared  to  be  the  practice  of  the 
firm  to  give  notice  of  changes  of 
partnership  to  their  customers  by 
circular  letters :  there  was,  however, 
no  proof  that  any  letter  reached  H. 
announcing  A  .'s  retirement.  In  1 822, 
A.  became  a  candidate  for  a  seat  in 
the  direction  of  the  East  India  Com- 
pany, and  repeatedly  published  an 
address  to  the  proprietors  of  East 
India  Stock  in  several  newspapers, 
stating  that  his  connexion  widi  mer- 
cantile concerns  in  India  had  ceased. 
Two  of  these  newspapers  were  taken 
in  at  the  reading-room  of  a  town 
where  H.,  who  had  returned  to  Eng- 
land, was  then  resident.  The  ac- 
counts^urrent  of  A.  &  Co.,  were 
transmitted  yearly  to  H.  from  1817 
to  1882,  and  the  rates  of  interest  al- 
lowed on  them  varied  several  times 
after  the  year  1822.  In  1881,  H. 
executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  the 
then  members  of  the  firm  of  A.  & 
Co.,  to  collect  the  effecta  of  a  testa- 
tor in  India.  In  1882,  A.  &  Co. 
failed.  In  1888  H.  executed  ano- 
ther power  of  attorney  to  C.  (who 
also  had  then  retired  from  the  firm) 
to  prove  debts  against  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupts,  (naming  them,  and 
describing  them  as  carrying  on  busi- 
ness under  the  firm  of  A.  &  Co.), 
and  to  receive  dividends : — Held, 
that  these  facts  conatituted  aofficient 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  shew 
that  H.  knew  that  A.  had  retired 
from  the  firm,  and  E.  had  eome  in 
in  his  place;  and  that  he  had  agreed 
to  discharge  A.  fit>m  liability,  and 
take  the  new  firm  as  his  debtors. 
Hart  V.  H.  Alexander,  484 
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PATENT. 

1.  Where  a  patent  is  originally 
void,  but  amended  under  5  Se  6 
Will.  4,  c.  89,  by  filing  a  disclaimer 
of  part  of  the  invention,  that  act  has 
not  a  retrospective  operation,  so  as  to 
make  a  party  liable  for  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  patent  prior  to  the  time 
of  entering  such  disclaimer.  Perry  v. 
Skmner^  471 

2.  If  a  patent  be  taken  out  for 
several  inventions,  which  are  claimed 
as  improvements^  and  the  jury  6nd 
that  one  of  them  is  not  an  improve- 
ment, the  patent  is  altogether  void. 

Where  it  appeared  that,  a  few 
months  before  the  date  of  a  patent 
for  an  improvement  in  paddle  wheels, 
two  pairs  of  the  wheels  were  made  for 
the  plaintiff  (to  whom  the  patent  was 
afterwards  assigned)  by  an  engineer 
and  his  workmen  at  his  own  manu- 
factory, under  the  directions  of  the 
patentee,  and  under  an  injunction  of 
secrecy,  the  engineer  being  paid  for 
them  by  the  plaintiff;  that,  when 
finished,  they  were  taken  to  pieces, 
packed  up,  and  shipped  for  a  foreign 
port;  where,  according  to  the  plain- 
tiffs directions,  they  were  put  toge- 
ther, and  used  (after  the  date  of  the 
patent)  in  steam-boats  belonging  to  a 
company  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
the  manager  and  a  principal  share- 
holder :  Held,  that  this  was  not  such 
a  publication  of  the  invention  as  to 
avoid  the  patent.  Morgan  v.  Seaward, 

544 

PETITION  OF  RIGHT. 

A  petition  of  right  was  addressed 
to  the  King  "  in  his  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, and  concluded  with  a  prayer 
that  he  would  be  pleased  to  order 
that  right  be  done,  and  to  indorse  his 
royal  declaration  thereon  to  that 
enect ;  and  that  he  would  refer  the 
petition,  with  such  order  and  decla- 
ration thereon,  "to   the  Barons  of 


his  Majesty's  Exchequer."  The 
King  indorsed  the  petition,  *' Let  right 
be  done  :" — Held,  that  this  Court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate  upon  the 
matter.     In  re  Pering,  873 

PLEADING. 
Sse  Bills  and  Notes,  III. 

FOREIGK  JUDGMBNT. 

Goons  soLto  and  dslivbrbd. 
Particulars  of  Demand,  1. 
Practice,  3. 
Trbsfass,  1. 
Trover,  1. 

I.  Declaration* 

(1).  Commencement. 

The  declaration  stated  in  the  com- 
mencement of  it,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
a  debtor  to  the  King,  &c.,  and  con- 
cluded with  the  quo  minus  clause,  aa 
in  the  old  form : —  Held,  on  special 
demurrer,  that  the  declaration  was 
sufficient,  as  this  was  surplusage  only, 
and  that  the  proper  course  was  for 
the  defendant  to  have  obtained  a 
summons  to  strike  out  the  super** 
fluous  matter.     Alderson  v.  Johnsom, 

70 
(2).  Blending  Fact  and  Law. 

Semble^  that  a  declaration  against 
a  sheriff  for  extortion  in  the  execu* 
tion  of  a  fi.  fa.  must  state  the  sum 
actually  taken  by  him  ;  and  that  it  ia 
not  sufficient  to  allege  that  he  took 
£ more  than  by  the  statute  is  al- 
lowed.    Aehhy  v.  Harris,  673 

(3).  Several  Counts* 
A  rule  to  strike  out  any  of  the 
counts  of  a  declaration  must  be  drawn 
up  on  reading  the  declaration,  or  on 
an  affidavit  stating  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  different  counts*  Roy  v. 
Bristawe,  241 

(4).  Joinder  of  Counts* 
A  count  for  work   done  by  the 
plaintiff  aa    administrator  may  be 


942 


PLEADING. 


joined  with  counts  for  goods  sold  and 
work  done  by  the  intestate,  on  pro* 
mises   to  him.     EdwardM  v.  Grace. 

190 
(5).  Allegation  of  Promise  in  Ai* 
sumpsit. 
1.  The  want  of  an  allegation 
of  a  promise  to  pay,  in  an  indebita- 
tus count,  is  not  supplied,  even  after 
verdict,  by  a  plea  of  non-assumpsit 
pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration  ;  nor 
by  the  statement  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  declaration,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  summoned  to  answer  in 
an  action  on  promises,  or  the  conclu- 
sion, that  'Mn  consideration  of  the 
premises  respectively  before  men- 
tioned, the  defendant  promised  to 
pay,  &c.,"  such  promise  being  con- 
fined in  its  terms  to  other  counts. 
Hayter  v.  Moat^  56 

Z.  Semble,  that,  in  a  count  on  a  bill 
or  note,  no  promise  to  pay  need  now 
be  alleged. 

At  all  events,  the  omission  cannot 
be  taken  advantage  of  except  on 
special  demurrer.  Griffith  v.  Rox- 
brought  794 

3.  The  declaration  stated  that  one 
S.  T.,  on  &c.,  made  his  promissory 
note   in  writing,  and    thereby   pro- 
mised to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defen- 
dant at  Messrs  B.,  T.,  and  B.'s,  Lon- 
don, 99/.  18t.,  two  months  after  date, 
for  value  received,  which  period  had,  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  elapsed,  and  then  delivered  the 
said  note  to    the    defendant;    and 
the  defendant  then  indorsed  said  note 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  promised  to  pay 
ike  same  according  to  the  tenor  and 
effect  thereof;  but  the  said  Messrs. 
B.,  T.,  &  B.,  did  not,  nor  did  the  said 
S.T.,  nor  the  defendant,  nor  any  other 
person,  pay  the  said  note,  although 
the  said  note  was  presented  at  Messrs. 
B.,  T.,  &  B.'s  on  the  day  when  it  be- 
came due,  of  which  the  defendant  then 
had  notice  : — Held,  on  motion  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment,  that  the  promise 
was  properly  stated,    and  that  the 


breach   was  suflScient.     Hedger  v. 
Steavenson^  799 

(6).  In  Assumpsit—Consideraium. 

Semble,  that  a  declaration  in  as- 
sumpsit stating  that  the  plaintiff  being 
about  to  proceed  to  N.,  paid  raooey 
to  the  defendants  in  London,  that 
they  might  cause  it  to  be  paid  to  him 
at  N.  on  a  certain  day;  that  the  de- 
fendants received  the  money  for  that 
purpose  from  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
thereupon  afterwards,  in  conaidera- 
tion  of  the  premises,  the  defeodaDts 
promised  to  cause  die  money  to  be 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  at  N.,  discloses  a 
sufficient  consideration  for  the  pro- 
mise.    ShiUibeer  v.  Glyn,  143 

(7).  On  BiU  of  Exchange. 

Action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  the 
drawer  against  the  acceptor.  The 
declaration  alleged  that  the  bill  was 
made  on  the  29th  of  March,  payable 
four  months  after  date,  **  which  period 
has  now  elapsed:" — Held,  that  the 
declaration  was  sufficient,  and  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  aver  that  four 
months  had  elapsed  "  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit.*  Owen  v. 
Waters,  91 

11.  Pleas  in  Abatement. 
Time  for  Delivery  of 
Since  Rule  viii.  of  Hilary  Term, 
2  Will.  4,  the  four  days  within  which 
pleas  in  abatement  must  be  delivered 
are  to  be  computed  exdusively  of  the 
first  and  inclusively  of  the  last  day. 
Ryland  v.  Wormald^  398 

III.  Pleas  In  Bar. 

(1).  General  Isstie,  where  admissibk. 

If  an  executor  declares  on  a  bill  or 
note  payable  to  his  testator,  laying  a 
promise  to  pay  him  (the  executor), 
such  promise  nbay  be  denied  by  a  plea 
of  non-assumpsit,  notwithstanding  the 
new  rules.     Ttmmis  v.  Piatt,        7f  0 
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(2).  Evidence  under  General  hsue. 

1.  SemhlCf  the  defence  that  there 
has  not  been  a  suflScient  rnemorandum 
in  writing  of  a  contract  to  satisfy  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  may  be  taken  un- 
der the  general  issue,  without  being 
specially  pleaded.  Johnion  v.  Dodg- 
son,  663 

2.  The  plea  of  not  guilty,  to  a  de- 
claration in  case  against  a  sheriff  for 
a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ 
c^f  fieri  facias,  pots  in  issue  only  the 
fact  of  the  sheriff  having  the  money 
in  his  hands,  and  making  the  return 
alleged;  and  it  is  not  competent  to 
him,  under  that  plea,  to  set  up  as  a 
defence  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor 
before  the  execution  of  the  writ. 
Wright  v.  Lainson,  789 

3.  In  an  action  of  debt,  where 
there  is  no  plea  of  payment,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  give  evidence  of  pay- 
ment in  reduction  of  damages.  Bel- 
bin  V.  BtUi,  42ft 


(3).  When  bad  as  amounting  to  Gene^ 
ral  Issue. 

X.  A  special  plea  to  an  action  on  an 
attorney's  bill,  which  sets  up  as  a  de- 
fence that  the  plaintiff  conducted  the 
business  so  negligently  and  unskilfully 
as  to  be  useless  to  the  defendant, — 
or,  that  it  was  done  under  an  indem- 
nity from  the  plaintiff  against  costs 
and  expenses, — is  bad  on  special  de- 
murrer, as  amounting  to  the  general 
issue.     Hill  v.  AUen^  283 

2.  Case  for  driving  a  coach  of  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff's  car- 
riaoe,  in  which  were  two  of  his  sons, 
and  injuring  it  and  them.  Plea,  stat- 
ing that  the  plaintiff's  carriage  was 
under  the  guidance  and  direction  of 
one  of  his  sons,  who  was  driving  it, 
and  that  the  defendant,  by  his  ser- 
vant, was  carefully  and  properly  driv- 
ing his  coach;  that  if  the  plaintiff's 
son  had  clriven  his  carriage  carefully 


and  properly,  no  collision  would  have 
taken  place,  nor  any  injury  have  been 
occasioned  to  the  plaintiff's  carriage 
or  to  his  sons;  but  that  the  plaintiflTs 
son  drove  the  carriage  so  negligently 
and  improperly,  that  it  ran  and  struck 
against  the  defendant's  coach;  and  by 
means  thereof,  and  without  any  care- 
lessness or  improper  conduct  of  the 
defendant  by  his  servant,  the  defen- 
dant's coach  ran  and  struck  against 
the  plaintiff's  carriage,  whereby  the 
supposed  damages  in  die  declaration 
mentioned  were  occasioned:  so  that 
if  any  damage  was  occasioned  to  the 
plaintiff's  carriage  or  to  his  sons,  it 
was  occasioned  by  the  carelessness, 
negligence,  and  improper  conduct  of 
the  plaintiff's  son  so  driving  his  car- 
riage: without  this,  that  the  defen- 
dant, by  his  servant,  so  carelessly  and 
improperly  drove  his  coach,  that  by 
and  through  his  carelessness  and  im- 
proper conduct  in  that  behalf,  the 
defendant's  coach  struck  against  the 
plaintiff's  carriage,  in  manner  and 
form,  &c. ;  concluding  to  the  country: 
—  Held  bad  on  special  demurrer. 
Gough  V.  Bryan^  770 

3.  Assumpsit  against  the  defendant 
as  a  common  carrier,  to  recover  the 
value  of  goods  delivered  to  him,  to  be 
taken  care  of  and  safely  carried  by 
him,  as  such  carrier,  in  his  cart,  from 
N.  to  B.,  and  there  safely  delivered 
by  him  for  the  plaintiff,  but  which 
were  lost  by  his  negligence.  Plea, 
that  when  the  defencknt  received  the 
goods,  an  express  condition  and  asree- 
ment  was  made  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  plaintiff  should  ac« 
company  the  cart,  and  watch  and  pro* 
tect  the  goods  from  being  lost  or 
stolen ;  but  that  he  neglected  and  re- 
fused so  to  do;  by  reason  whereof^ 
and  not  by  reason  of  any  negligenoe 
of  the  defendant,  the  goods  were  lost: 
— Held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as 
amounting  to  the  general  issue.  Brind 
V.  Dale,  77S 


944 


PLEADING. 


(4).  When  bad  as  not  answering  whole 
Declaration. 

A  declaration  contained  one  count 
on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the  ac- 
ceptor»  and  a  second  count  on  an  ac- 
count stated.  The  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  did  not  accept  the  bill  of  ex- 
change in  the  declaration  mentionedi 
taking  no  notice  of  the  count  on  the 
account  stated : — Held,  that  the  plea 
was  bad  on  special  demurrer.  Put^ 
ney  t.  Swann,  It 

(5).  Giving  colour. 
Trover  for  an  oak  tree,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  plaintiff.  Plea,  that  the 
defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  close, 
and,  being  so  seised,  he,  the  defendant, 
cut  down  the  tree,  which  he  afterwards 
delivered  to  one  Richard  Roe,  to  be 
kept  for  the  use  of  him  the  defendant; 
and  that  the  said  R.  R.  afterwards 
delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff,  whereupon 
the  defendant  took  it  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff,  as  he  lawfully 
might  do  for  the  cause  aforesaid, 
which  was  the  same  conversion  in  the 
declaration  mentioned:  —  Held,  on 
special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was 
good.    Morant  v.  ^i^,  95 

(6).   Payment, 

Assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation, 
the  sum  stated  in  the  declaration  being 
105/.  The  plaintiff  delivered  parti- 
culars as  follows:  —  ''The  plaintiff 
seeks  to  recover  in  this  action  the 
sum  of  5tL  1  Of.,  being  the  balance  of 
one  year's  rent  due  from  the  defen- 
dant for  the  occupation  of  a  farm,  &c., 
which  he  quitted  on  the  2nd  February, 
1883."  The  defendant  afterwards 
pleaded,  as  to  all  but  6^1,  10«.,  non- 
assumpsit;  as  to  5tl.  10«.,  residue, 
payment.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue 
on  the  plea  of  non-assumpsit,  and 
entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
plea  of  payment.  At  the  trial,  the 
plaintiff  having  proved  an  occupation 


for  several  years,  at  a  rent  of  105/. 
a-year,  the  defendant  proved  payment 
of  all  the  rent: — Hela,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  nevertheless  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict for  nominal  damages.  NiehM 
V.  WilUams,  758 

(7).  Tender. 
A  plea,  by  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  that,  after  the  biU  became 
due,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  he  tendered  to  the  plaintiff 
the  amount  of  the  bill,  with  wterest 
from  the  day  it  became  due,  and  that 
he  hath  always,  from  the  time  when 
the  bill  became  due,  been  ready  to 
pay  the  plaintiff  the  amount,  with  in- 
terest aforesaid: — Held  bad  on  spe- 
cial demurrer.    Poole  v.  Tumbri^e, 

(8).  Several  Pleas. 

1 .  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchaiige 
by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  the  de- 
fendant, having  obuined  an  inspection 
of  the  bill,  pleaded  pleas  denying  the 
acceptance,  the  drawing,  and  the  in- 
dorsement, and  also  a  plea  founded  on 
the  8  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  97,  s.  17,  that 
the  bill  was  written  on  piper  impro- 
perly stamped  with  an  old  die.  The 
court  struck  out  the  last  plea.  Daw- 
son V.  Macdonald,  26 

2.  In  an  action  on  a  banker's 
cheque,  the  court  refused  leave  to  add 
a  plea,  (the  time  for  pleading  having 
expired),  that  it  was  drawn  by  the  de- 
fendant more  than  15  miles  from  the 
place  where  it  was  made  payable,  and 
falsely  dated,  in  contravention  of  the 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  49,  a.  15.  M'DowaUv. 
Lyster,  52 

(9).  To  Action  on  BiU  of  Exchange. 

To  an  action  against  the  defendant 
as  indorser  of  a  bill  of  excfaai^je,  be 
pleaded  that "  he  did  not  make  or  draw 
the  bill  of  exchange  as  in  the  declara- 
tion alleged :" —  Held,  that  the  plain* 
tiff  was  not  entitled  to  treat  this  plea 
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a*  n  nii'l»>v.  and  sign  judgment  as  for 
want  of  a  plea.  Alien  y.  Walker ^  31 7 

(10).  In  Trover. 

In  trover,  since  the  new  rules,  the 
laintiH  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the 
plea  of  not  guilty,  if  on  the  trial  a 
conversion  in  fact  be  proved,  although 
it  appeared  from  the  evidence,  that, 
at  the  time  of  such  conversion,  the 
plaintiff  had  parted  with  his  property 
in  the  goods. 

Where  a  party,  to  whose  order 
goods  were  lying  at  a  wharf,  gave  the 
wharfinger  an  order  to  deliver  them  to 
A.,  but  afterwards,  with  A.'s  concur- 
rence, gave  him  a  fresh  order  to  de- 
liver them  to  B.,  which  he  did: — 
Heldf  in  an  action  of  trover  by  A., 
against  the  wharfinger,  that  the  defen- 
dant might  avail  himself  of  such  trans- 
fer to  B.,  under  a  plea  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  possessed  of  the  goods  as 
in  the  declaration  mentioned.  fVr- 
non  V.  Shipton^  9 

(11).  Signalure. 

A  plea  of  plene  administravit  does 
not  require  to  be  signed  by  counsel. 
Heed  V.  Spurr,  76 

IV.  RepUcaiion, 

(1).  De  injuria. 

Trespass  for  assaulting  the  plaintiff, 
and  with  the  defendant's  hands  and 
with  a  truncheon  beating,  bruising, 
t90undingt  and  ill-treating  her,  and 
striking  her  down  with  the  truncheon, 
whereby  her  thigh  was  broken.  Pleas 
— first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  as  to 
aMsauUingf  bealing,  and  ill-treating 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant  was 
possessed  of  a  house,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  making  a  great  noise  and  disturb- 
ance therein,  whereupon  the  defend- 
ant requested  her  to  cease  from  mak- 
ing such  noise  and  disturbance,  and 
to  leave  the  house,  which  she  refused; 


whereupon  the  defendant,  in  defence 
of  the  possession  of  his  house,  gently 
laid  his  hands  upon  her  in  order  to 
remove  her,  and  did  remove  her,  out 
of  the  house.  Replication,  de  injurifi: 
— Heldt  first,  that  the  special  plea  was 
no  justification  of  the  striking  and 
wounding  with  the  truncheon ;  second- 
ly, that  the  fact  of  the  noise  and  dis- 
turbance being  proved,  the  motive  and 
intention  with  which  the  defendant 
turned  the  plaintiff  out  of  the  house 
could  not  be  inquired  into  on  the 
general  traverse  de  injuria.  Oakee 
V.  Wood,  791 

V.  New  Aisignment, 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering 
the  plaintiff's  dwelling-house,  and 
taking  away  certain  goods.  Plea, 
that  one  W.  P.,  before  the  said  time 
when  &c.,  held  a  certain  dwelling* 
house  as  tenant  to  the  defendant  at 
the  rent  of  8/. ;  and  that  just  before 
the  said  time  when  &c.,  the  sum  of 
8/«  of  the  rent  aforesaid  was  due  from 
the  said  W.  P.  to  the  defendant :  and 
that  afterwards,  and  within  thirty  days 
next  before  the  said  time  when  &c., 
the  said  W.  P.  fraudulently  and  clan- 
destinely carried  and  conveyed  away 
his  goods,  to  prevent  the  defendant 
from  distraining  the  same,  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff,  with- 
out leaving  any  other  goods  suflScient 
to  satisfy  the  said  arrears  of  rent, 
whereon  the  defendant  could  distrain ; 
that  the  defendant  requested  the 
plaintiff  to  allow  him  to  search  his 
bouse  for  the  goods  so  clandestinely 
removed,  which  the  plaintiff  refused 
to  do;  and  that  thereupon  he  the  de- 
fendant obtained  a  search-warrant 
from  a  justice  &c.,  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  which  he  entered  the  plaintiff's 
dwelling-house,  for  the  purpose  of 
searching  for  the  said  goods,  which 
was  the  trespass  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complained.      The  plaintiff  new  as« 
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signed,  that  tbe  action  was  brought, 
not  for  the  trespass  in  the  plea  men- 
tioned, but  for  breaking  and  entering 
the  house  on  another  and  different 
occasion,  and  at  another  and  different 
part  of  the  same  day.  The  defendant 
pleaded  to  the  new  assignment,  that 
W,  F.  was  his  tenant  at  the  rent 
of  8/.,  and  that  Si.  rent  for  one  year 
was  in  arrear ;  that  W.  F.  had  fraudu- 
kntly  removed  his  goods,  to  prevent 
a  dislTMs,  to  the  plaintiff^s  house; 
therefore  he  entered  to  take  them :  to 
whkh  the  plaintiff"  replied,  de  injuria. 
At  the  trial,  it  was  proved  that  W. 
F.'s  goods  had  been  fraudulently  re- 
moved to  the  plaintifi^'s  house,  to 
avoid  the  distress;  but  no  evidence 
was  given  of  any  demise  at  the  rent 
stated,  or  of  the  rent  in  arrear: — 
Held,  that  these  facts  were  not  ad- 
mitted by  the  new  assignment,  and 
ought  to  have  been  proved.  Nor^ 
man  v.  Wescombe,  d49 

VI.  Demurrer, 

If  a  special  demurrer  be  delivered 
without  a  marginal  note  of  the  matter 
intended  to  be  argued,  the  court  will 
set  it  aside.  But  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
state  *that  the  points  intended  to  be 
argued  are  those  stated  in  the  de- 
murrer itself.   Lindusv.Poundf    240 

VIL  Arrest  of  Judgment. 

1.  Where  separate  damages  are 
assessed  on  each  count  of  the  declara- 
tion, if  one  count  is  bad,  the  judgment 
will  be  arrested  on  that  count  only. 
Hayter  v.  Moat,  56 

%•  Where  general  damages  are 
given  on  a  declaration,  in  which 
several  breaches  are  assigned,  one  of 
which  is  bad,  the  court  will  not  ar- 
rest the  judgment,  but  will  award  a 
venire  de  novo.  Leach  v.  Thomtu,  427 

VIII.  RepUader. 
Debt  on  an  award.     The  declara- 


tion aU^^  that  differences  had  arisen 
between  the  plaintiff,  as  adminiatra- 
trix  of  M.  T.,  and  the  defendant,  con- 
cerning certain  sums  of  money  doe 
from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff^  as 
administratrix,  as  to  part  of  which 
there  had  been  a  settlement  on  a  cer- 
tain day  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  M. 
T.,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  which  settlement 
was  the  last  settlement  next  before 
the  making  of  the  award :  and  that 
the  arbitrator  awarded  that  there  was 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff 150/.,  with  interest  from  dte 
period  of  the  said  last-mentioned  set" 
tlement.  The  defendant  pleaded,  first, 
that  the  arbitrator  did  not  make  any 
award  concerning  the  premises  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  modo  et  fonn&; 
2dly,  that  the  day  in  the  declara- 
tion in  that  behalf  mentioned  was  not 
the  day  of  the  last  settlement  next 
before  the  making  of  the  award; 
9dly,  that  no  such  settlement  as  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  was  at  any 
time  made.  It  appeared  that  tbe  date 
of  the  last  settlement  was  not  in  dis- 
pute between  the  parties. 

Held,  that  the  second  issue  was 
immaterial;  and  the  jury  having 
found  it  for  the  defendant,  the  Court 
awarded  a  repleader  as  to  that  issue. 

Held,  also,  that  the  award  was 
suflBciently  certain. 

Where  a  plea  raises  an  immaterial 
issue,  but  contains  no  confession  of 
the  cause  of  action,  the  proper  course 
is  to  award  a  repleader,  not  to  give 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 

Where  there  are  several  pleas  on 
the  record,  on  which  issues  are  taken, 
but  on  none  of  them  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  fully  confessed,  or  proved,  the 
Court  may  award  a  repleaiier,  if  one 
of  the  issues  be  immateriaL 

On  a  judgment  of  repleader,  neither 
party  is  entitled  to  costs,  Pluamer 
V.  Lee,  495 

POOR. 
See  OvBasvsB. 
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POWER. 
See  Lease,  2. 

PRACTICE. 

I.  Venue. 
Where  the  venue  has  heen  retained 
in  the  county  in  which  it  was  origin- 
ally  laid,  on  undertaking  to  give  ma- 
terial evidence  in  that  county,  it  is  no 
ground  of  nonsuit  that  the  plaintiff 
has  not  given  material  evidence  in 
that  county,  unless  the  objection  be 
uken  at  Nisi  Prius.  How  v.  Ptck-^ 
ard,  373 

II.  Distringas. 

1.  A  distringas,  for  the  purpose  of 
proceeding  to  outlawry,  may  issue 
after  a  writ  of  summons  which  has 
been  continued  by  alias  and  pluries, 
■ned  out  to  save  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions.    Reatf  V.  Youde^  188 

2,  Where  it  appears  on  the  face  of 
the  affidavit  used  to  obtain  a  distrin- 
gas to  compel  appearance,  that  the 
defendant  is  abroad,  the  entry  of  ap- 
pearance for  the  defendant,  and  judg- 
ment signed  thereon,  are  irregulai*; 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  proceeded 
by  process  of  outlawry.  Partridge 
V.   Wallbank,  893 

III.  Rule  to  plead. 

When  a  rule  to  plead  is  given  be* 
fore  notice  of  declaration,  it  is  irre- 
gular ;  but  the  irregularity  is  waived 
by  taking  out  a  summons  for  time  to 
plead.    Pope  v.  Mann^  881 

IV.  Passing  Record. 

By  the  practice  of  the  Courts  of 
Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer,  a 
plaintiff  has  not  a  right  to  enter  and 
pass  his  record  immediately  afler  issue 
joined  and  notice  of  trial  given,  so  as 
to  make  the  defendant  pay  the  costs 
of  it;  but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Master  to  allow  such  costs  or  not,  as 
he  thinks  fit.    M*KuneY.  Smith,    85 


V.   Notice  of  Trial. 

1.  Where  notice  of  trial  has  been 
given,  which  is  afVerwards  counter- 
manded, it  is  not  necessary  to  reseal 
the  record,  unless  the  alteration  is 
made  to  a  day  after  the  return  of  the 
writ.     Chandler  v.  Bezward,       205 

2.  Where  a  rule  for  setting  aside 
the  issue  and  notice  of  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  former  was  deli« 
vered  as  for  trial  at  the  sittings,  and 
the  latter  before  the  Secondary,  was 
drawn  up  on  reading  the  Judge's 
order  for  trial  before  the  Secondary, 
the  Court  took  judicial  notice  that  it 
was  an  order  in  the  cause,  though 
that  was  not  stated  in  the  affidavits. 
Attwill  V.  Baker,  272 

3.  Where  a  plaintiff  avails  himself 
of  the  terms  of  short  notice  of  trial, 
he  has  no  power  of  countermand ;  and 
therefore,  if  he  doe?  not  proceed  to 
trial,  he  must  pay  costs  up  to  the  time 
of  the  countermand.  Doncaster  v. 
Cardmll,  390 

VI.    Trial. 

(1).  Withdrawal  of  Juror,  Effect  of. 

See  Arbitration. 

In  an  undefended  action  on  a 
mortgage  deed,  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
inadvertently  took  a  verdict  for  the 
principal  money  only,  omitting  to  in- 
clude the  interest.  The  court  refused 
to  increase  the  verdict.  Baker  v. 
Brown,  1 99 

VII.   Judgment. 

(I).   When  to  be  signed. 

Judgment  signed  before  an  appear- 
ance entered  is  irregular,  although  the 
defendant  has  given  a  cognovit,  in 
which  he  authorizes  the  plaintiff's  at- 
torney to  appear  for  him  if  necessary, 
and  the  attorney,  on  the  day  after 
judgment  signed,  enters  an  appearance 
nunc  pro  tunc.   Watson  v.  Dore,  386 
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(2).  For  Want  of  Plea. 

1.  A  declaration  was  delivered  on 
the  9th  of  January,  indorsed  to  plead 
in  four  days,  and  on  the  same  day  the 
plaintiff  demanded  a  plea.  The  plain- 
tiff having  signed  judgment  for  want 
of  a  plea  at  one  o'clock  on  the  14th : — 
Held^  that  the  judgment  was  regular. 
BlundeU  V.Hanson,  243 

2.  The  defendants,  after  obtaining  a 
week's  time  to  plead,  took  out  several 
summonses,  on  successive  days,  for 
further  time,  the  last  being  returnable 
on  the  day  after  the  week's  time  ex- 
pired ;  but  took  no  order  on  either  of 
them.  On  that  same  day  the  plaintiff 
signed  judgment :  —  Held  regular. 
Bass  V.  Cooper f  310 

(8).  As  in  case  of  a  Nonsuit. 

1.  Where  issue  was  joined  in  vaca- 
tion, but  no  notice  of  trial  given  (it 
not  being  shewn  that  it  was  a  country 
cause) : — Held,  that  it  was  too  early 
to  apply  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit  in  the  next  term  but  one  after 
issue  joined.     Heale  v.  Curtis,      76 

2.  A  plaintiff,  after  issue  joined, 
became  bankrupt,  and  made  default, 
and  his  assignees  refused  to  proceed 
with  the  suit:  the  Court  refused  to 
discharge  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit  on  a  peremptory 
undertaking,  unless  security  for  costs 
were  also  given.  Taylor  v.  Mon- 
tague 9  315 

3.  Where  issue  is  joined  in  vaca- 
tion in  a  town  cause,  the  defendant 
cannot  move  for  judgment  as  in  case 
of  a  nonsuit,  until  the  third  term  after 
issue  joined.     Oough  v.  White,    363 

4.  The  plaintiff  having  made  de- 
fault, gave,  on  the  1 0th  April,  a  fresh 
notice  of  trial  before  the  sheriff  on 
the  18th.  On  the  14th,  the  defen- 
dant gave  notice  of  a  motion  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and 
on  the  15th  obtained  a  rule  accord- 
ingly.    On  the  18th  the  cause  was 


tried  as  an  undefended  one,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  The  court 
set  aside  that  verdict  on  payment  of 
coste,  and  discharged  the  rule  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  with 
costs,  on  a  peremptory  undertaking, 
giving  the  defendant  the  costs  of  the 
day  on  the  first  default. 

Quaere,  whether,  since  the  rule  of 
Hilary  Term,  f.  Will.  4,  a.  68,  one 
day's  notice  of  motion  for  judgment 
as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  can  operate  as 
a  stay  of  proceedings  in  this  Court? 
Jones  V.  Howe,  379 

(4).  Entering  of,  nunc  pro  Tune. 

1'he  proviso  in  rule  3  of  H.  T. 
4  W.  4,  *'  that  it  shall  be  competent 
for  the  Court  or  a  Judge  to  order  a 
judgment  to  be  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc,"  applies  only,  as  formerly,  to 
cases  where  it  is  delayed  by  the  act  of 
the  Court.    Lanman  v.  Lord  AwHeff, 

535 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  In  an  action  by  an  innkeeper 
against  one  of  the  committee  of  a 
cahdidate  at  a  contested  election,  for 
refreshments  supplied  to  voters,  which 
were  in  fact  ordered  through  a  third 
party,  M.: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  bound,  in  order  to  recover  in  the 
action,  to  prove  that  M.  was  employed 
by  the  defendant  alone,  or  by  the 
defendant  and  others,  to  give  the 
order,  and  that  the  defendant  in  so 
employing  M.  was  not  acting  aa  agent 
for  any  other  person;  or  else  that  M. 
was  a  principal  jointly  with,  the  de- 
fendant, or  with  the  defendant  and 
others:  and  that  it  would  make  no  dif- 
ference that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time, 
considered  M.  as  authorixed  to  con- 
tract on  behalf  of  the  candidate,  if  in 
fact  he  was  not  so  authorixed.  Tho- 
mas V.  Edwards^  215 

St.  Where  a  club  was  formed,  sub- 
ject to  the  following  among  other 
rules,  via.  that  the  entrance  fee  of 
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mdmission  sfaould  be  ten  guineas,  and 
the  annual  aubscription  five  guineas  ; 
that  if  the  subscription  were  not  paid 
within  a  certain  Umited  period,  the 
defaulter  should  cease  to  be  a  mem* 
ber ;  that  there  should  be  a  com- 
mittee to  manage  the  affairs  of  the 
club,  to  be  chosen  at  a  general  meet- 
ing; and  that  all  members  should 
disdiarge  their  club  biUs  daily,  the 
steward  being  authoriaed,  in  default 
of  payment  on  request,  to  refuse  to 
continue  to  supply  them: — Held, 
that  the  members  of  the  club,  merely 
as  sudi,  were  not  liable  for  debts  in- 
curred by  the  committee  for  work 
done  or  goods  supplied  for  the  use  of 
the  club ;  lor  that  the  committee  had 
no  authority  to  pledge  the  personal 
credit  of  the  members.  Flemyng  v. 
Hector^  17  ft 

S.  A.,  a  broker,  employed  by  B.  to 
sell  certain  railway  shiures,  agreed 
with  C,  D.'s  broker,  to  sell  him  fifty 
shares,  of  which  A.  afterwards  in- 
formed his  clerk  at  his  office,  who 
made  an  entry  in  the  book  as  of  a 
sale  from  A.  to  C. ;  and  a  contract 
note  to  the  same  effect  was  sent  to 

C.  A.  subsequently  saw  the  entry 
in  the  book,  and  altered  it  by  writing 
the  name  of  B.  as  seller,  and  di- 
rected another  note  to  be  sent  to  C. 
with  the  name  of  B.  as  seller.  A  fresh 
note  was  accordingly  sent  the  same 
evening  or  the  next  morning,  but  €• 
received  them  both  together  the  next 
morning.  C.  did  not  return  the  first 
note,  nor  did  A.  request  to  have  it 
returned.     In  an  action  brought  by 

D.  against  A.  for  breach  of  the  agree- 
ment, ia  not  completing  the  sale,  the 
learned  Jud^  who  tried  the  cause 
kft  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
second  note  was  a  correction  of  a 
mistake  in  the  first,  and  told  the  jury 
that  if  the  defendant  entered  into  a 
written  contract  in  his  own  name,  be 
could  not  afterwards  set  up  that  he 
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was  acting  as  broker  merely;  and 
that,  although  known  to  be  a  broker, 
if  he  signed  the  contract  in  his  own 
name,  he  was  liable : — Held,  that  this 
was  no  misdirection.  Held^  also, 
that  evidence  that  it  was  the  custom 
in  Liverpool  to  send  in  broker's  notes 
without  disclosing  the  principars 
name,  was  properly  rejected.  Affl- 
gee  v.  ^tkmson^  440 

PRISONER. 
I.  Diicharge  under  48  Geo.  S,  c.l28. 

1.  A  defendant  remaining  in  exe- 
cution twelve  calendar  months,  for 
the  nominal  damages  in  ejectment, 
and  the  costs,  is  entitled  to  his  dis- 
charge under  the  48  Geo.  8,  c.  123. 
Doe  d.  Threlfall  v.  Ward,  65 

2.  A  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
his  discharge  under  the  48  Geo.  3,  c. 
Its,  unless  he  has  been  confined  for 
the  twelve  months  wUhin  the  walls  of 
the  prison.     Gilbert  v.  Pape,      Sll 

II.  Supersedeas. 

1.  Semhle,  that  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
supersedeas,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendant  had  been  in  custody  a 
month  after  he  was  supersedable  by 
reason  of  the  plaintiff's  not  having  de- 
clared in  time,  is  no  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings, and  the  plaintiff  may  pro* 
ceed,  after  service  of  such  rule,  to 
charge  the  defendant  in  execution* 
Robinson  v.  CressweU,  410 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  declared 
against  a  prisoner  in  Hilary  Teroi, 
and  the  cause  was  tried  in  the  Vaca- 
tion after,  and  final  judgment  w«i 
signed  in  Easter  Term:  Held,  that 
by  the  Rule  H.  T.,  2  Will.  4,  s.  %5, 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  charged 
the  defendant  in  execution  in  Easter 
Term  ;  and  not  having  done  so,  that 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody.  Foulkes  v. 
Burgess,  849 
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PROBATE. 

Covenant  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
under  seal,  whereby  three  of  the 
directors  of  the  insurance  company 
did  order,  direct,  and  appoint,  that, 
if  T.  S.,  the  insured,  should  die,  &c., 
the  capital,  stock,  and  funds  of  the 
company  should  stand  charged  and 
be  liable  to  pay  the  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns  of  the  said 
T.  S.,  within  three  csdendar  months 
after  his  decease  should  be  certified, 
the  sum  of  500/.  The  insured  died 
in  the  diocese  of  Exeter,  and  the  po- 
licy was  in  that  diocese  at  the  time 
of  his  death : — Held^  that  a  probate 
from  the  diocesan  court  of  Exeter  was 
sufficient  to  enable  the  executors  to 
recover  on  the  policy,  though  the  de- 
fendants resided,  and  all  the  stock  and 
funds  of  the  company  were  situate, 
in  the  diocese  of  London.  Gurney 
V.  Rawlins t  87 

PROCESS. 
Return  of, 

1.  "The  defendant  is  not  to  he 
found  in  my  bailiwick,*'  is  a  bad  re- 
turn to  a  writ  of  capias. 

Negligence  in  the  execution  of 
mesne  process  is  no  ground  for  an 
attachment  against  a  sheriff.  Rex  v. 
Sheriff  of  Kent,  dI6 

2.  If  the  sheriff  levies  and  sells 
goods  of  a  defendant  under  a  fieri 
^cias,  and,  after  notice  that  the  de- 
fendant has  petitioned  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Court,  returns  fieri  feci,  he 
is  bound  by  that  return,  and  must 
pay  over  the  money  to  the  plaintiff, 
although  the  defendant  is  afterwards 
discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Act. 
FteldY.  Smith,  S88 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 

The  plaintiff,  by  deed,  sold  to  the 
defendants  his  trade  and  business  as 
a  carrier  between  London  and  Wis- 


bech, and,  in  consideration  of  the 
covenants  therein  contained  on  the 
defendants'  part,  covenanted  with 
them  that  he  would  not  thenceforth, 
during  his  life,  exercise  the  trade  of  a 
carrier,  except  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned; and  that  he  would  thence- 
forth, during  his  life,  faithfully  serve 
the  defendants  as  an  assistant  in  the 
trade  of  a  carrier :  and  the  defendants, 
in  consideration  of  the  before-men- 
tioned covenants,  and  of  the  plaintiffs 
faithful  service  as  aforesaid,  covenant- 
ed to  pay  him  a  certain  weekly  sum 
for  his  life.  In  an  action  against  the 
defendants  on  this  covenant : — HM, 
that  the  plaintiff's  covenant  to  serve 
during  his  life  was  good  in  law,  and 
that  the  covenant  in  restraint  of  his 
trade  was  not  void,  inasmuch  as  be 
was  not  absolutely  restrained  from 
carrying  on  the  trade,  but  only  from 
carrying  it  on  in  any  other  way  than 
as  an  assistant  to  the  defendants. 

Qucere,  whether,  supposing  this 
covenant  were  void,  as  being  in  gene- 
ral restraint  of  trade,  tibe  plain- 
tiff could  nevertheless  have  sued  on 
the  defendants'  covenant  to  pay? 
Wallis  V.  Day,  273 

SCAVENGER. 

Under  the  Metropolitan  Paving 
Act,  57  Geo.  8,  c.  29,  sa.  59, 60,  the 
scavenger  of  a  particular  district  is 
entitled  only  to  such  dust,  ashes,  8rc. 
as  are,  in  the  contemplation  of  the 
owner,  rubbish  or  refuse,  and  as  he 
desires  to  dispose  of  in  that  character. 

Therefore,  where  brewers  occupy- 
ing premises  in  parish  A.,  bamt  coals 
there  in  the  process  of  brewing,  and 
when  they  were  partially  consumed 
by  having  passed  once  through  the 
fires,  removed  them,  intermixed  with 
the  dust  and  ashes  arising  from  the 
same  fires,  to  other  premises  occupied 
by  them  in  parish  B.,  where  they  used 
them   for  heating  water  to  cleanaa 


SCAVENGER. 


SMUGGLING  ACT.       95 1 


their  casks : — Held^  that  the  scaven- 
ger of  parish  A.  was  not  entitled  to 
daim  any  of  the  articles  so  removed. 
Ftibey  v.  Combe,  677 

SEDUCTION. 
Case.  The  declaration  stated  that 
one  M.  H.,  being  the  daughter  and 
servant  of  the  plaintiff,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff,  became  the  ap- 
prentice of  one  A.,  the  wife  of  the 
defendant,  for  the  term  of  two  years, 
for  the  purpose  of  learning  the  busi- 
ness of  a  milliner,  in  consideration  of 
29/.  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  con- 
sideration that  the  said  A.,  with  the 
consent  of  the  defendant,  should  find 
and  provide  the  said  M.  with  meat, 
drink,  and  lodgings;  nevertheless  the 
defendant  debauched  her,  whereby 
she  became  ill,  and  incapable  of  serv- 
ing the  said  A.,  and  of  learning  the 
said  business,  &c.  &c. : — Held  bad  on 
demurrer.     Harris  v.  Butler^       5S9 

SHERIFF. 
See  Attachment. 

Bankruptcy. 

Pleading. 

Process. 
Semhle,  that  a  declaration  against  a 
sheriff  for  extortion  in  the  execution 
of  a  fi.  fa.,  must  state  the  si^m  actually 
taken  by  him ;  and  that  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  allege  that  he  took  £  —  more 
than  by  the  statute  is  allowed.  Ashhy 
V.  Harris,  675 

SHIP. 
Trover  for  one-fourth  of  a  ship. 
In  the  year  1833,  and  until  his  bank- 
ruptcy, one  J.  L.  carried  on  business 
as  a  ship-builder;  and  on  the  10th 
June,  1833,  the  following  agreement 
was  entered  into : — **  Particulars  and 
description  of  a  new  ship  now  about 
one-third  built  in  the  yard  of  J.  Lt;" 
then  there  followed  a  description  of 
the  length,  breadth,  and  depth  of 
the  ship,  the  number  of  tons  she  was 
to  carry,  and  the  timbersi  and  par- 


ticulars of  every  thing  that  she  was 
to  be  built  of  and  supplied  with,  "  for 
the  sum  of  1750/.,  and  payment  as 
follows,  opposite  to  each  respective 
name."    This  agreement  was  signed 
by  J.  L. ;  and  after  his  signature  fol- 
lowed these  words: — "  We,  the  under- 
signed, hereby  engage  to  take  shares 
in  the  before-mentioned  vessel,  as  set 
opposite  to  our  respective  names,  and 
also  the  mode  of  payment."     This 
was  signed  by  several  persons  for  dif«- 
ferent  shares  and  at  different  times, 
and,  amongst  the  rest,  by  the  plaintiff 
for    one-fourth,    in    October    1833. 
Below  these  signatures  was  written 
the  following:—"  14th  July,  1833— 
I  hereby  agree  to  accept  the  above 
price  and  mode  of  payment — J.  L.*' 
The  plaintiff  proved  payment  for  his 
share  by  bills  before  the  bankruptcy 
of  J.  L.     The  T.  C.  Company  signed 
the  agreement  for  one-fourth,  of  which 
company  one  H.  was  a  member,  and 
used  to  go  to  look  at  the  vessel  when 
building,  and  occasionally  found  fault 
with  the  work,  which  was  improved 
in  consequence,  and  J.  L.   told  his 
foreman  to  act  under  H.'s  direction. 
At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  the 
frame  of  the  vessel  was  on  the  stocks 
in   J.  L.'s  building-yard  in  an    un- 
finished state,  and,  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, some  of  the  men  continued  to 
work   upon    her,  and   receive    theif 
money  from  H.: — Held,  that,  undei 
these  circumstances,  the  property  in 
one-fourth  of  the  vessel  did  not  pass 
to  T.  L.,  the  plaintiff.       LaidUr  v. 
Burlinson,  602 

SMUGGLING  ACT. 

In  the  beginning  of  1832,  A«,  then 
residing  in  England,  entered  into  ar- 
rangements with  B.  for  procuring  a 
vessel  for  the  purpose  of  smuggling 
tobacco  in  Ireland.  The  vessel  was 
accordingly  hired  by  them,  and  pro- 
ceeded on  her  voyage  in  June,  1832 ; 
and  having  taken  on  board  a  cargo  of 
qqq2 
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tobacco  in  the  Flushing  Roads,  arrired 
and  was  unshipped  at  Cork  on  the 
f  8tli  of  July,  1 833,  without  payment 
of  the  duties.  An  information  was 
filed  against  A.  on  tlie  19th  July, 
1836,  founded  on  the  6  Geo.  4,  c 
108,  s.  45,  for  assisting  and  being 
otherwise  concerned  in  the  unship*- 
ping  of  the  tobacco,  the  duties  not 
having  been  paid.  A.  was  not  proved 
to  have  taken  any  part  in  the  transao*- 
tion  Airther  than  above  stated:-^ 
Held^  that  he  was  not  liable  on  this 
information  in  EnglancL  AUorney* 
General  Y,  Kenifeck^  715 

STAMP. 
See  Goods  sold  and  dblivbred. 

I.  Promseory  Note, 
An  instrument  in  the  following 
form,  "11th  October,  1831.  I.O.U, 
20/.,  to  be  paid  on  the  22Dd  inst., 
W.  B.,**  requires  a  stamp,  either  as  a 
promissory  note,  or  as  an  agreement 
for  the  payment  of  money  above  the 
value  of  10/.     Brooke  v.  Elkins^    74 

II.  AgreemenU 
An  instrument  in  these  terms-* 
"  I  hereby  certify  that  I  remain  in 
the  house,  No.  3,  Swinton  Street, 
belonging  to  W.  G.,  on  sufferance 
only,  and  agree  to  give  him  imme* 
diate  possession  at  any  time  he  may 
require:" — Held^  not  to  amount  to 
an  agreement  for  a  tenancy^  so  as  to 
require  a  stamp.  Barry  v.  Goodman^ 

768 

STATUTE. 

Effect  of  Repeal  of. 

1.  By  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  the 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  which  gave  treble 
costs  to  parties  sued  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  act,  on  a 
nonsuit,  was  repealed,  the  new  act 
giving,  in  such  case,  costs  only  as 
between  attorney  and  client.  A  plain- 
tiff, who  sued  parish  officers  for  an 


aet  done  under  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78, 
became  nonsuit  at  a  trial  which  took 
place  before  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  e.  50, 
came  into  operationi  but  jadgiaent 
was  not  signed  till  after : — Held,  that 
the  defendants  were  not  entitled  to 
treble  costs.  Charringiom  ▼•  ilfea- 
thermaham^  228 

2.  To  a  declaration  for  goods  sold, 
the  defendant  pleaded,  according  to 
the  23  Geo.  2,  c.  27,  s.  8,  (Westmin- 
ster Court  of  Requests  Act),  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  in  a  leaa  sum 
than  40«.,  and  that  he  was  an  inhabi- 
tant and  resident  within  the  city  of 
Westminster.  Replication,  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  in  the  sum 
of  40«.  At  the  trial  the  jury  found 
for  the  defendant.  The  autute  StZ 
Geo.  2,  c.  27,  was  repealed  by  6  &  7 
Will.  4,  c.  137,  after  plea  pleaded, 
and  before  trial: — Held^  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto.  Wame  v. 
Beresford,  848 

STOCK-BROKER. 

A  broker  cannot  maintain  an 
action  for  work  and  labour,  and 
commission  for  buying  and  selling 
stock,  &c.,  unless  duly  licensed  by 
the  nMvor  and  aldermen  of  the  city 
of  London,  pursuant  to  6  Anne,  c.  16. 
Cope  V.  Rowlande,  149 

STOCKJOBBING  ACT. 

Time  bargains  in  foreign  funds  are 
not  within   the    prohibition   of   the 
Stock-jobbing  Act,  7  Geo.  2,  c.  28. 
iUeeal  at  common  law,   EUmartk 


nor  illegal  i 
y.  Cole, 
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1.  A  consignor  of  goods,  who  has 
received  the  acceptance  of  the  con* 
signee  for  part  of  the  goods,  may 
stop  them  in  transitu  on  the  con- 
signee's insolvency,  and  retain  pos- 
session of  them,  wichottt  tendering 
back  the  bill. 
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Goods  were  consigned  to  A.,  deli* 
Terable  in  the  port  of  London  at  a 
certain  price  per  ton.  The  vessel  in 
which  they  were  shipped  arrived  off 
the  wharf  at  which  the  captain  was 
in  the  habit  of  trading.  The  captain 
called  at  A.*8  place  of  bminessi  and 
saw  B.  his  clerk,  A.  being  from  home) 
and  pressed  him  to  send  a  craft  for 
the  goods,  or  he  should  be  under  the 
necessity  of  landing  them.  After 
some  days,  B.  wrote  to  the  captain, 
stating  that  A.  was  from  home,  but 
he,  B.,  thought  he  had  better  land  the 
goods  on  A.'s  account.  They  were 
accordingly  landed  at  the  wharf,  and 
entered  in  the  wharfinger's  book,  with 
"  freight  and  charges,'*  set  opposite 
to  them,  and  not  in  the  name  of  any 
party  as  consignee.  While  they  were 
lying  there,  A.  became  insolvent,  and 
they  were  stopped  by  the  consignor : 
^-^Heldf  that  the  transitus  was  not 
determined.  Edward*  v.  Brewer^  575 

2.  Goods  were  consigned  to  A.,  de* 
liverablc  in  the  river  Thames :  on  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel  in  the  river 
the  captain  pressed  A.  to  have  them 
landed  immediately;  A.,  in  conse- 
quence, sent  B.,  his  son,  with  direc- 
tions to  land  them  at  a  wharf  where 
he  was  accustomed  to  have  goods 
landed  for  him,  and  kept  until  he 
carted  them  away  to  his  customers 
in  his  own  carts ;  but  A.  (being  tbeo 
insolvent)  at  the  same  time  told  B. 
he  would  not  meddle  with  the  goods, 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  take  them, 
and  that  the  vendor  ought  to  have 
them.  The  goods  were,  by  B.*s  di- 
rection, landed  at  the  wharf,  and  there 
stopped  in  transitu  by  the  vendor. 
In  trover  for  the  goods  by  the  assiff*- 
nees  in  bankruptcy  of  A.  against  the 
wharfinger:— iWeW,  that  the  declara- 
tions so  made  by  A.  to  B.  were  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  although  they 
were  jiot  conomunicated  to  the  vendor 
or  to  the  wharfinger ;  and  that  they 
shewed  tliat  A.  h«i  iM>t  taken  posses- 


sion of  the  goods  om  owners  and  there- 
fore that  the  transitus  was  not  de« 
termined.  [Lord  AHnger^  C.  B.,  dis- 
sentiente.]  James  v.  GrjffiM^        6S3 

SUBPOENA. 

See  Witness,  1. 

Tendbe. 

See  Pleading,  111.  7. 
TOTHILL  FIELDS'  ACT* 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
the  Vauxhall  Bridge  Act,  49  Geo.  a» 
c.  142,  the  occupiers  of  houses  ad- 
joining the  VauEhall  Bridge  Road,  but 
lying  within  the  linuts  of  tlie  Tothill 
Fields'  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  IS4^  are  li- 
able to  the  paving  rate  levied  under 
the  latter  act*     loung  v.  Grove,  70S 

TRESPASS. 

I.  Pleadings* 
In  trespass  for  assault  and  fidst 
imprisonment^  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  was  possessed  of  a  shop,  and 
carried  on  the  business  of  a  baker 
dierein,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  in  the  shop  making  a  great  noise 
and  disturbance,  and  abused  the  de- 
fendant, and  disturbed  him  in  the 
peaceable  possession  of  his  shop,  tn 
breach  of  the  kind's  peace,  and  thereby 
obstructed  the  defendant  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  his  business;  that  the  plain- 
tiff went  out  of  the  shop  into  the 
public  street  in  front  of  it,  and  con- 
tinued there  to  make  a  great  noise 
and  disturbance,  and  to  abuse  the  de- 
fendant, and  thereby  caused  a  great 
concourse  of  persons  to  assemble, 
and  so  disturbed  the  defendant  in  the 
possession  of  his  shop,  and  obstructed 
his  business,  tn  breach  qf  the  peace, 
and  thereby  caused  a  great  riot  and 
disturbance;  that  the  defendant  re- 
quested him  to  desist  and  depart,  but 
he  refused,  whereupon  the  defendant^ 
in  order  to  preeerve  the  peace,  sent 
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for  certain  policemen,  and  requested 
them  to  remove  the  plaintiff;  that 
they  requested  the  plaintiff  to  cease 
making  such  noise  and  disturbance, 
&c.,  but  he  refused,  and  continued 
making  such  noise,  riot,  and  dis- 
turbance, &c,  ;  thereupon  the  de- 
fendant, in  order  to  preserve  the 
peace,  charged  them  with  the  plain- 
tiff, and  he  was  taken  to  a  station- 
house,  and  thence  before  a  magistrate, 
who  admonished  and  discharged  him: 
'^Held^  that,  even  without  the  al- 
legation of  riot^  the  plea  disclosed  a 
sufficient  justification. 

The  evidence  waa,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, after  abusing  the  defendant  in 
his  shop,  went  into  the  street  outside, 
and  there  continued  to  abuse  him; 
that  a  crowd  of  a  hundred  persons 
was  collected,  and  the  street  much 
obstructed  ;  that  the  defendant  sent 
for  the  police,  who,  on  the  plaintiff's 
refusing  to  go  away,  took  him  to  the 
station-house,  and  before  a  magis- 
trate, as  stated  in  the  plea: — Held^ 
that  these  facts  amounted  to  a  breach 
of  the  peace,  and  ju8ti6ed  the  defen- 
dant in  directing  the  imprisonment. 
Cohin  V.  Huskisumf  477 

II.  Justification  of,  for  Removal  of 
Goods, 
If  A.  wrongfully  place  goods  in  B.'s 
building,  B.  may  lawfully  go  upon 
A. 's close  adjoining  the  building,  for 
the  purpose  of  removing  and  deposit- 
ing the  goods  there  for  A  .'s  use.  Rea 
V.  Sheward,  424 

TROVER. 

See  Pleading,  III.,  6,  9. 
I.  Pleadings. 
I,  In  trover,  since  the  new  rules, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  if  after  trial  a 
conversion  in  fact  be  proved,  although 
it  appear  from  the  evidence,  that  at 
the  time  of  such  conversion  the  plain- 


tiff had  parted  with  his  property  in 
the  goods.     Vernon  v.  Shipton,       9 
2.  Trover  by  the  assignee  of  A.,  an 
insolvent,  for  ten  sets  of  hamesa,  ten 
horses,  &c.     The  defendant  pl^^ed 
that  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee,  waa  not 
lawfully  possessed  of  the  goods,  &c 
as  of  his  own  property  as  assignee ; 
and     also   a  plea    stating  that  be- 
fore the  insolvent  petitioned  for  his 
discharge,  the  defendant  sold  and  de- 
livered to  him  divers  horses  and  har- 
ness, being  the  same  as  those  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration,  for  150/., 
on  the  terms  that  the  defendant  might 
at   any  time,  until   payment   of  the 
price,  take  and  retain  the  horaes  and 
harness  as  a  pledge  and  security  for 
such  part  of  the  price  as  should  re- 
main unpaid,  until  payment  thereof; 
that  at  the  time  of  the  allied  con- 
version, 22/.,  part  of  such  price,  re- 
mained due ;  and  that  after  the  plain- 
tiff became  possessed  as  assignee,  the 
defendant  took  the  said  horses  and 
harness  into  his  possession  aa  such 
pledge  and  security,  &c. ;   which  is 
the  conversion  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned.    To  this   plea  the  plaintiff 
new  assigned,  that  the  action  was 
brought,  not  for  the  supposed  con- 
version in  the  plea  mentioned,  but  for 
the  conversion   of  ten  sets  of  har- 
ness,  ten   horses,    &c.,    other   than 
and   different  to  those   in  the  plea 
mentioned,  &c. ;  to  which  the  defen- 
dant pleaded  not  guilty: — Held,  that 
the  plaintiff  waa  entitled,  under  the 
new  assignment,  to  give  in  evidence 
a  conversion  by  the  defendant  ofjhe 
horses,  two  of  which  were,  and  three 
were  not,  the  subject  of  the  agree- 
ment stated  in  the  plea.     Bolton^. 
Sherman^  S95 

II.  Conversion, 

A  vessel,  having  run  ashore  on  the 
coast  of  Essex,  was  assisted  by  the 
owner  of  a  smack,  who  put  down  an 
anchor  and  a  hawser  attached  to  the 
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vessel  for  the  purpose  of  securing  her. 
The  smack  then  left  her  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  away  some  of  her 
stores,  with  the  intention  however  of 
returning.  The  owner  of  another 
smack  came  to  her  afterwards,  and 
finding  no  one  in  or  near  the  vessel, 
and  her  deck  under  water,  took 
away  the  anchor  and  hawser,  and 
delivered  them  up  to  the  deputy  vice- 
admiral  of  Essex  :— ^eW,  that  the 
anchor  and  hawser  were  not  parted 
with,  or  left  and  abandoned,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  1  &  2  Geo.  4,  c.  75, 
s.  1;  and  that  the  deputy  vice-admi- 
ral was  not  justified  in  detaining  them 
until  salvage  was  paid,  or  security 
given  for  its  payment. 

The  deputy  vice-admiral,  who  re- 
ceived the  anchor  and  hawser,  al- 
leged to  have  been  left  at  sea,  from 
the  finder,  refused,  on  application  by 
the  real  owner,  to  deliver  them  up 
until  the  salvage  was  paid,  or  security 
given  for  the  payment  of  it: — Held^ 
that  this  was  a  conversion ;  but  that, 
if  he  had  merely  refused  to  deliver 
them  up  until  it  was  ascertained  whe- 
ther salvage  was  due  or  not,  it  would 
not  have  amounted  to  a  conversion. 
Clark  V.  Chamberlain.  78 

III.  When  maintainable  for  Fixtures, 
See  Fixtures. 

VICE-ADMIRAL'S  JURISDIC- 
TION. 

See  Trover,  1 1. 

VAUXHALL  BRIDGE  ACT. 

See  ToTuiLL  Fields'  Act. 
WITNESS. 

I.  Attachment  for  disobeying 

Subpoena, 

1.  An  affidavit  to  ground  a  rule 

nisi  for  an  attachment  for  not  obeying 

a  subpoena,  must  state  that  at  the  time 

of  the  service  the  original  subpoena 
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was  shewn ;  and  it  is  a  sufficient  an- 
swer to  such  a  rule  that  the  affidavit 
does  not  so  allege.  Garden  v.  Cres- 
well,  dl9 

2.  In  order  to  ground  a  motion  for 
an  attachment  for  disobedience  to  a 
writ  of  subpoena  ad  testificandum,  the 
affidavit  must  state  that  the  party  was 
a  material  witness.     Tinley  v.  Porter^ 

II.  Competency. 

1.  On  A.   and  B.  entering  into 
partnership,  A.  borrowed  a  sum  of 
money  of  C.,  for  which  he  gave  her 
his    promissory    note,    payable    six 
months  after  demand.     A.   and   B. 
subsequently  dissolved    partnership, 
and  C.  gave  A.  notice  to  pay  the 
note,  and  afterwards  indorsed  it  to 
B.,  who  continued   the  business.     In 
an  action  by  A.  against  B.  on  a  cove- 
nant in  the  deed  of  dissolution  for  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money  to  A.,  B. 
set  off  the  note.     C.  being  called  as 
a  witness  for  B.  to  prove  the  loan  to 
A.,  the  demand  of  payment,  and  the 
delivery  of  the  note  to  B.,  stated  on 
the  voir  dire,  that  she  did  not  wish 
to  take  the  money  out  of  the  business: 
that  she  considered  the  note  to  belong 
to  B.,  but  expected  her  principal  and 
interest: — Held,  that  she  was  a  com- 
petent witness,  for  that  B.'s  liability 
on  his  engagement  to  her  was  wholly 
independent  of  the  result  of  the  action. 
Hatcher  v.  Seaton,  41 

2.  In  an  action  for  work  done  to 
a  vessel  against  one  part  owner,  an- 
other part  owner  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  defendant,  after  a  release. 
Jones  V.  Pritchard^  199 

3.  To  an  action  brought  by  the 
vestry  clerk  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pan- 
eras,  under  a  local  act,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
vestry  clerk : — Held,  that  evidence  of 
his  acting  as  vestry  clerk  was  sufficient 
primft  facie  evidence  of  his  appoint- 
ment. Held  also,  that  one  of  the  di- 
rectors of  the  vestry  was  a  competent 
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witnew  for  the  plaintiff.     M'Gahey 
▼•  Alston^  206 

4.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for 
negligence  in  driving  by  the  defend- 
ant* servant:— Held,  that  since  the 
5  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  the  servant  is  a 
competent  witness  for  the  defendant 
without  a  release,  his  name  being  in-> 
doned  on  the  record.  Yeomans  v. 
^V^f  419 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 

Supersedeas, 

1.  The  notice  of  allowance  of  a 
writ  of  error  precludes  the  plaintiflP 
from  charging  a  defendant  in  execu- 
tion, though  the  defendant's  affidavit 
does  not  state  the  grounds  of  error, 
or  that  bail  has  been  duly  put  in. 
Marston  v.  HaUs,  60 

2.  The  new  rules  of  H.  T.  2  Will. 
4,  s.  83,  and  H.  T.  4  Will.  4,  s.  9,  do 
not  apply  to  errors  in  fact;  a  writ  of 
error  coram  vobis  is  therefore  a  su- 
persedeas from  the  time  of  notice  that 
It  is  sued  out,  not  from  the  time  of 
allowance  only. 

The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  96,  s.  1,  requiring 
bail  in  error,  does  not  apply  to  errors 
in  fact.     Levy  v.  Price^  bZ5 

WRIT  OF  PRIVILEGE. 

A  general  writ  of  privilege  operates 
merely  as  a  notice  that  the  party  is 
entitled  to  the  privilege  of  the  court, 
and  does  not  operate  as  an  injunc- 
tion ;  and  therefore  it  is  irregular  to 
move  to  set  it  aside,  even  though  it  is 
sued  out  in  a  casein  which  the  officer 
is  not  entitled  to  privilege.  In  re 
Robert  Thompson,  645 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 

1.  Semble,  that  the  court  will  not 
aet  aside  a  trial  before  the  sheriff,  on 
the  ground  that  the  case  was  not 
within  the  5  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17, 


WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 

'  at  the  inst^ce  of  the  party  who  ob- 
tained the  order  for  the  writ  of  trial. 

The  first  count  of  the  dedaratioa 
stated,  that  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  would  send  a  pony  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  would  sell  and  deliver  it 
to  A.,  the  defendant  undertoc^  that 
he  was  authorized  by  A.  to  purchase 
it  on  his  behalf;  that  the  plaintiff  aent 
the  pony  to  the  defendant,  and  was 
willing  to  sell  it  to  A.,  but  that  the 
defendant  had  no  authority  from  A. 
to  purchase  it.  The  second  count 
was  a  similar  one,  but  stating  that 
the  defendant  himself  undertook  to 
purchase  the  pony.  There  was  also 
an  indebitatus  count  for  a  pony  sold 
and  delivered  : — Held,  that  this  was 
a  record  which  might  be  sent  by  writ 
of  trial  before  the  sheriff,  under  the 
S  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  8.  1 7.  Price  v. 
Morgan,  53 

2.  The  court  held  that  an  under- 
sheriff  was  justified  in  laying  down  a 
rule,  that  no  person  but  a  barrister, 
or  an  attorney,  should  appear  aa  the 
advocate  of  a  party  on  a  writ  of  trial. 
Tribe  r.  Wingfield,  US 

S.  The  Court  refused  to  grant  a 
rule  for  a  new  trial  in  a  case  before 
the  sheriff,  where  the  damages  were 
under  5l.,  although  the  evidence  ap- 
peared to  shew  that  it  was  one  of  se- 
veral actions  brought  by  different 
plaintiffs  against  the  same  defendant 
for  aliquot  parts  of  a  sum  of  money 
exceeding  5L,  which  ought  to  hare 
been  sued  for  in  one  joint  action  by 
all  those  plaintiffs,  being  due  under 
one  entire  contract  by  the  defendant 
with   them  all.     Williams  v.  Evans, 
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4.  Where  the  date  of  the  writ  of 
summons  was  untruly  stated  in  a  writ 
of  trial,  the  Court  set  aside  a  verdict 
which  the  plaintiff  had  recovered 
thereon,  the  defendant  not  having 
appeared  at  the  trial.  WMU  v.  Far* 
tar,  248 

5.  Where  the  verdict*  in  a  cause 
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tried  before  a  sheriff  or  judge  of  an 
inferior  court,  by  writ  of  trial,  under 
S  &4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  17,  is  for  less 
than  40s,,  he  has  no  power  to  certify, 
under  the  43  Eliz.,  c.  6,  s.  2,  to  de- 
prive the  plaintiff  of  costs;  and  the 
Court  will  not  interfere  to  stay  the 
proceedings  on  payment  of  the  debt 
without  costs ;  but  semble,  it  would 
be  a  sufficient  answer  to  an  applica- 
tion for  a  writ  of  trial,  that  the  sum 
in  dispute  is  less  than  40«.  Jones  v. 
Barnes,  313 

6.  Where  a  new  trial  is  moved  for, 
in  a  case  tried  before  the  sheriff,  &c. 


on  a  writ  of  trial,  on  an  affidavit  ve- 
rifying the  sheriff's  notes,  affidavits 
are  admissible  on  the  other  side,  of 
evidence  given  at  the  trial,  which  does 
not  appear  on  the  notes.  Lilley  v. 
Johnson,  386 

7.  Where  an  action  for  a  tort  was, 
by  consent,  tried  before  the  under- 
sheriff,  and  the  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  on  one  issue,  and  for 
the  defendant  on  another  : — Held, 
that  neither  party  was  entitled  to  sign 
judgment,  as  the  trial  was  altogether 
a  nullity.     Smith  v.  Brown,  851 
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